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GENERAL PREFACE 

AT its winter meeting in December 1928 the Society 
A for Old Testament Study discussed, among other, 
matters, the suj)ply of worfss on the History of Israel. It 
was felt that there was need of a substantial book on the 
subject in English. During the discussion Dr. Robinson 
stated that he had been planning such a book and col- 
lecting material for many years, but had been deterred 
from completing the work mainly by two facts. One was 
his inability to* secure an adequate period of continuous 
leisure, since such a work required practically uninter- 
rupted attention during the actual writing; the other was 
that his special studies had been limited to the pre-exilic 
period. It transpired almost at once that Dr. Oesterley 
had been working for many years on similar lines, dealing 
with the history of Israel after the Exile. The two were 
encouraged by the Society to proceed in co-operation, 
and to produce the whole as soon as was reasonably 
possible. 

We have divided the period covered into two distinct 
parts, and each' of us is solely responsible for the volume 
which bears his name. At the same time we have worked 
with a single purpose, in close co-operation, consulting 
and criticizing one another, and we hope that, in spite 
of the divided authorship, we have succeeded in pro- 
ducing a single work which shall meet one of the present 
chief needs of Old Testament studies in the English- 
speaking world. 


March 1932. 


W. O. E. O. 
T. H. R. 


NOTE 

T he printing of this book was already well- advanced 
when the results of Professor Garstang's work at 
Jericho were made available for the general public. Had 
they appeared^ earlier, much of what has been said below 
on the fall of Jericho would have been re-written, but in 
the circumstances it has been possible only to refer to the 
work in a few footnotes. Two remarks, however, may 
be made. In the first place, Professor Garstang’s opinion 
as to the date of the destruction of the city is much more 
in harmony with the period to which the other indications 
seem to point, i.e. to the first half of the fourteenth century. 
In the second place, his judgement, as reported in the Daily 
Telegraph for April 4, that the walls were destroyed by an 
earthquake, tends to confirm the conjecture mentioned 
on p. 123. 

^ T. H. R. 

NOTE TO SECOND IMPRESSION 

I AM indebted to many friends, reviewers, and others, for 
suggestions and corrections. Archaeology, it may be re- 
marked, has made such strides, even since this book left my 
hands, that much of what is said in the introductory section 
must be regarded as being out of date. So rapidly, however, 
is progress being made, that a complete revision, though 
desirable, would be practically useless until the results of 
recent and current excavation can be more exactly deter- 
mined than is possible just yet. The text has been allowed 
to stand, therefore, substantially as originally printed, while 
the reader may be referred for more accurate information 
to such works as Olmstead’s History of Palestine and Syria 
and Albright’s Archaeology of Palestine and the Bible. 


NOTE TO THIRD IMPRESSION 

I HAVE taken the opportunity, kindly afforded by the 
Clarendon Press, of adding a few more notes and making 
one or two necessary corrections. 

■ # ® 


PREFACE 

F ew more difficult tasks can be presented to a student than 
the writing of a history. Two objects, apparently so different 
as to. be almost .opposed to one another, have to be kept in* 
view. The facts must be correctly stated, and every detail must 
be duly checked that the highest degree of accuracy may be 
attained. At the same time these must not be allowed to obscure 
the broader outlook, and the period must be visualized as a 
single whole, into which the details must fit as necessary com- 
ponent parts. The liistorian’s wsion must be at one and the 
same time microscopic and telescopic; failure in the one respect 
means unsound conclusions, and failure in tlie*other reduces the 
work to a Chronicle or a set of Annals. The laws which go vern 
the evolution and progress of human society are as rigid as t hose 
whith obtain in the physical world, though they are far more 
complex and elusive than the principles of material Nature. It 
is the duty offthe historian to discover, propound, and illustrate 
those lawis, in so far as they affect the people and the age which 
he Ttias under review. 

The supreme contribution of Israel to human thoiigiit lies in 
the sphere of religion. It is her faith which has made her 
unique, and has given her the place she deservedly holds in the 
story of mankind. But Dr. Oesterley and I have already given 
(albeit in summary form) our estimate of Hebrew Religion, and 
we have therefore felt it advisable to exclude that side of the 
subject as far as possible, for to have gi\'en it clue place and 
proportion would have meant the expansion of the book to 
inordinate size. It is, however, impossible to leave the religious 
aspect out of the history of Israel, just as the story of Europe 
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries cannot be considered 
apart from the Reformation. I have, nevertheless, reduced my 
discussion of this matter to a minimum, in the hope tliat t!ie 
reader will regard what I have WTitten as a backgroimd for 
the more important study. 

There still remain other aspects of the subject. Tlic Old 
Testament, especially in those portions which deal witli pre- 
exilic days, presents us' with' a situation which is almost un- 
paralleled in the ancient world. We have a people passing from 
the simple nomad pl^e to a more complex agricultural and 
commercial order, and still maintaining certain contacts with 
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me the opportunity of testing my work, not only tliroifgh 
the exercise of trying ^to put my ideas into a foreign language, 
but through the extraordinary kindness of Prdfessor Eissfeldt. 
He gave me freely of his time, busy as he was, and we met 
nearly every day. While his priniary object in these conversa- 
tions was to ensure as far as possible that my lectures should 
be offered to ther students in intelligible German, they had the 
additional advantage that practically every point was talked 
over between us, and, though he must be acquitted of com- 
plicity in my opinions, there is no part of the work which does 
not owe him much. I may add that I was privileged also to 
discuss isolated points with Professors Gunkels Hans Schmidt, 
Hempel, Galling; Alt, and Puukko. 

I must also gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to those 
who have been good enough to lend me their assistance in the 
arduous task of proof-reading. I should mention first my wife, 
who has read every word with me more than once, and checked 
all the Biblical references. Dr. Oesterley and the Rev. H. H. 
Rowley have also read the proofs with great care, and three 
have made valuable corrections and suggestions. Finally, 1:he 
readers of the Clarendon Press have shown that combination^ 
of technical skill and expert knowledge which I have long ago 
learnt to expect from tibem, and I owe not a little to their 
criticisms. 

Even so, there is a great gulf between the book I have written 
and the book I should like to have written. Nevertheless, in 
the consciousness that no amount of revision or of modification 
would render it a work that would satisfy its author, I send it 
out, hoping that it may play its part in the interpretation of 
that people whose full meaning became manifest only in the 

Incarnation. ir. 

T. H. R. 

CARDIFF, 

March xg^2. 
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BOOK I 

ISRAEL’S HERITAGE 



Chapter I 

INTRODUCTORY 


SUMMARY 

[The aim of this chapter is to obtain such a conspectus of history that 
we can place our subject rightly in its course. We distinguish three 
main periods: {a) that in which the centre of interest lay between 
Mesopotamia and Egypt, i.e. in Palestine, {b) that in which the 
centre is the Mediterranean, (r) that in which it is transferred to the 
Atlantic. Our subject falls within the first of these, at which we 
glance in a little more detail. 

After the expulsion of the Hyksos from Egypt, about 1600 B.c., the 
Egyptian kings, especially Tutmose III, tried to establish their 
authority over Palestine and north-eastern Syria as far as the 
Euphrates. The weakness of the later kings of this dynasty (XVIII) 
permitted the country to be overrun by nomad tribes from the 
eastern wilderness and to fall under the dominion of the Hittites, 
whose power was at length checked by Ramses II (r. 1250 b.c.), and 
finally broken by the Philistines (r. 1200 b.c.). Palestine remained 
nonjinally* under the suzerainty of Egypt, tliough the authority 
of the Pharaohs was seldom recognized or enforced. For three 
centuries (1150-850 b.c.) Palestine was largely free from external 
control. 

It was this period which witnessed the rise of the kingdoms of 
Edom, Moab, Ammon, Damascus, and the Philistine cities. In the 
ninth century the Assyrian power began to make itself felt effectively 
on the Mediterranean coast-lands, and its first great movement 
westwards culminated in the defeat and submission of Damascus in 
841 B.c. For a century internal weakness prevented the extension of 
Assyrian power, but with the accession of Tiglath-piieser III in 
745 B.c. the advance was renewed. This king subdued Damascus 
and reduced Israel to very narrow limits in 732 B.c., while Sargon 
captured Samaria in 721 b.c. and Ashdod in 711 b.c.; forty years 
later Esarhaddon successfully invaded the Egyptian Delta. 

From this point the power of Assyria began to decline, and in 
612 B.c. Nineveh fell before a coalition of Medes and Babylonians, 
the latter under the Chaldean prince, Nabopolassar, father of 
Nebuchadrezzar, Necho, king of Egypt, tried to save the falling 
power of Egypt, but failed, and his defeat at Carchemish in 605 b.c. 
marks the end of the age during which Egypt could be accounted a 
first-class power. The subjugation of Palestine soon followed, and 
the fall of Jerusalem in 586 b.c. left the Babylonians on the threshold 
of Egypt itself, though the conquest of that country was carried out 
only by the Persians.] 


4 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

M odern history properly begins with the year 1479 b.c.j and 
treats of that epoch in the story of our race which we may 
call the era of territorial imperialism. For thirty-four centuries^ 
all political ambition, whether of the individual or of the race, 
has aimed at geographical extension, and at the subjugation 
of neighbouring tribes and peoples. There have been other 
theories in men’s minds, dim adumbrations of new conceptions 
of human society, ideas of nationalism and of republicanism, 
doctrines of liberty and of self-determination, but all have had 
as their basis the occupation of land, and the different social 
organisms have been separated one from another by more or 
less clearly marked geographical frontiers. To-day, it seems, we 
stand on the verge of a wholly new order, in which the division 
of mankind is to be neither geographical nor racial, but indus- 
trial. And it may well be that the historians of our age, writing 
in millennia still far distant, will look back on the year 1918 as 
the landmark which parts the old world from the new, and will 
assign to the audacious swoop of Allenby’s cavalry through the 
gorge above Megiddo an importance equal to that of Tutrnose 
Ill’s bold passage of the same ravine. The latter was the move- 
ment leading to the victory wliich inaugurated the age; the 
former was the turning-point in the military action of a war 
which may well prove to be its close. ^ 

The history of this age falls into three well-marked periods. 
During the first, which lasted roughly down to the end of the 
third century b.g. — though it is difficult to define a limit with 
any accuracy— the scene of the drama lay to the east and south 
of the Mediterranean. For centuries the rivalry between the 
African power of Egypt and one or other of the great Asiatic 
empires remained undecided, though the latter gradually in- 
creased in strength, until the question was finally settled at the 
battle of Carchemish in 605 b.g.,^ when Nebuchadrezzar in- 
flicted a crushing defeat on Pharaoh Necho, the last Egyptian 
prince to make any serious bid for the hegemony of civilization. 
The new Babylonian empire, which had succeeded that of 
Assyria, gave way in turn to Persia. Though Cyrus was the 
great conqueror, the importance of Persia for the history of the 

^ It is a curious coincidence, as Professor H. J. Fleure has pointed out, that this 
is also the age in which the horse plays a prominent- part, both in civil life and m 
war. Earlier ages moved on foot; later genera tions, it seems, will rely on machinery 
for locomotion. ^ ^ Cp. Jer. xlvL 2 * 
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wiiole imperial age centres round Darius I. Egypt, Assyria, and 
Babylon had imaintained their authority. mainly by a series ol 
plundering raids, though there was some attempt at organization 
by Tiglath-pileser III and his successor. In a few cities garri- 
sons were established, and during the last century of the Assy- 
rian empire provinces were formed and governors appointed, 
but often the subject dominions were left in the hands of 
vassal sovereigns, usually natives of the countries they ruled. 
The sign of their fealty was the payment of tribute, and when 
this was withheld, the suzerain had no course open to him 
except to lead an army into the rebellious land, punish the ruler, 
and take his tribute by force. It is noticeable that nearly every 
great Assyrian king found himself faced with a general revolt on 
his accession, and had to devote the first few years of his reign 
to a fresh subjugation of the tribes and kingdoms whose allegiance 
he claimed. With Darius, however, we have an organization 
duly systematized and centralized.^ The whole empire now 
consisted of great provinces, administered by officials directly 
appointed from Susa, and always immediately responsible to 
the court. The relation between the ruler and the subject was 
no longer merely financial; it included all branches of govern- 
ment, and, while subordinate posts might be held by natives, 
the higher officials were always the direct serv’ants of the 
dominant power. Darius succeeded thus in welding liis hetero- 
geneous realms into a single whole, and his organization proved 
to be the model for all later empires. In its main outlines, its 
constitution was not very different from that of the Roman 
government in the Mediterranean world, or the organization of 
British India to-day. 

Persia was followed by Greece— still, in the main, an Asiatic 
power— though there was no longer the same unity in the world 
after the death of Alexander. The age of the Diadochi was an 
interval during which several more or less evenly balanced 
powers rivalled one another, none attaining to supremacy until 
the rise of Rome once more established a single political 
authority in the world. At once the centre of interest began to 
move westwards, and, instead of being located in the eastern 
Mediterranean and in south-western Asia, it was to be found 
in the Mediterranean as a whole. In spite of the violent dis- 
location produced by fhe rise of Islam, the situation remained 

* Cp. voL 68. ^ 
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faction, succeeded in obtaining practical control over the policy 

of the country, which had hitherto been friendly to Egypt. 

Shubiluliuma was now master of Asia Minor and of the north- 
western portion of the Fertile Crescent. Farther to the south-east 
his progress was barred by Assyria, still a small state, though 
not lacking in vigour. To the south lay Palestine, nominally an 
Egyptian possession, which seemed to offer better opportunities. 
Here again direct assault was unnecessary, for the country was 
already being invaded by enemies from outside. These were a 
people described sometimes by the ideographic term Sa-gaz, 
and (in correspondence emanating from Jerusalem) by the 
phonetic name Habiru. ^ The latter word appears in much more 
ancient Mesopotamian documents with reference to a tribe or 
group of tribes belonging to the half-desert. Philologically 
there seems to be no doubt that it is equivalent to the word 
Hebrew, and the possible connexion with Israel is a point that 
must be mentioned in discussing the history of that people. For 
the present it is enough to note that their repeated attacks were 
causing the gravest danger to the Egyptian interests in S^nia and 
Palestine. The country was none too secure, for the Egyptian 
government left the local dynasts a large measure of freedom. 
It is difficult to disentangle the complicated web of intrigue, 
but it seems quite clear that many, if not most, of the native 
rulers were false to their suzerain, and, with that short-sighted 
policy which so often characterizes little men with great ambi- 
tions, each was thinking only of his own power, and trying to 
establish himself in a strong position at the expense of his neigh- 
bours. Perhaps the only man whose loyalty to Egjqjt remained 
unshaken was Rib-addi of Byblos. His letters form a series of 
appeals for help from Ikhnaton, each more urgent and despair- 
ing than the last. The series ends suddenly, and, though we 
have only a small part of the original correspondence, there can 
be little doubt that Rib-addi paid for his loyalty with his life. 
The Egyptian king seems occasionally to have sent commis- 
sioners to examine the actual state of affairs, but was either too 
busy to lead an army into Palestine or too uncertain of his 
position in his own land. He had set himself to break the power 
of the priesthood of Amon at Thebes, and was fighting a losing 
battle, whether he knew it or not. 

* For divergent views as to the etymology of this name cp, Burney, Jud^es^ 
pp. Ixxivf. (n.), and Dhorme,^.^., 15^24, pp. 14 E 
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The result ofikhnaton’s inaction was easy to foresee, Egyptian 
garrisons continued to hold a few imporjtant strongholds^ but 
the country as a whole was practically lost. The invaders froto 
the east made good their footing, but do not seem to have 
established any strong political power. The people who reaped’ 
the fruits of their success were the Hittites, and it is to the 
century which followed the time of the Tell-el-Amarna letters 
that we must ascribe the extension of Hittite influence over 
Palestine. We have, as yet, ng records of a Hittite conquest, 
but the fact is indisputable, for with the rise of the nineteenth 
dynasty we find that Hittite influence is predominant, and it is 
perfectly clear that there was at some time an Anatolian occupa- 
tion of Palestine which left an indelible mark on the inhabitants 
of the land. We know of no period in the history of the country 
which leaves room for such events, except that which includes 
the bnd of the eighteenth Egyptian dynasty and the beginning 
of the nineteenth.^ 

The line of Tutmose III came to an end before 1350 b.g., and 
for a generation no serious attempt was made to recover the lost 
territories; there was too much to be done in restoring order and 
prosperity in Egypt itself. But the military expeditions of Sed I 
and Ramses II succeeded in subduing Palestine as far north as 
the Lebanon, though they failed to shake the great Hittite 
power at its centre. Till the end of the thirteenth century b.g. 
the frontier between the two powers remained unchanged, and 
Ramses was the last king of the age who attempted any serious 
conquest north of the Lebanon. 

Meanwhile great events were taking place in the world of the 
eastern Mediterranean. That old Aegean civilization which 
has been but recently laid bare before us had reached and 
passed its zenith, and was falling into decay. Stronger but ruder 
tribes from the north were making their way into Greece and 
the coasts of Asia Minor, and there was a general movement of 
the peoples. Already in the fourteenth century there had been 
vast combined attacks on Egypt by sea, made apparently by 
tribes whose occupation of their own lands was threatened by 

^ c, 1350-1200 B.G. J. L. M)Tes, however (cp. Who were the Greeks?^ pp, 62 jfT.), 
calls attention to the fact that the *Arnncnoi<i’ type existed in Palestine from neo- 
lithic times, and that the repeated Semitic invasions failed materially to modify it. 

^ The Cretan civilization fei before the attacks of its children, who became*' tlie 
Mycenaeari' princes. See Nilsson, The Minoan-Mjeenean Eiiigion^ Cp. also, for tiic 
wnole period, J. L. Myres, #%o 
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Assyrian frontier. Babylon, always the most restless of the 
subjects of Assyria, also gave trouble, and by 750 b.g. it seemed 
almost as if the rule of Assyria might definitely be broken. From 
this fate she was saved by the appearance of a king of a new 
line, Tiglath-pileser III (745-787 b.c.), one of the greatest 
monarchs who ever wore the Assyrian crown. Within seven 
years he had restored the old boundaries of the empire, and by 
732 B.c. he had brought to an end the native government of 
much of Palestine, and organized a scries of Assyrian provinces 
which included not only the old territory of Damascus but also 
Syria as far south as the plain of Esdraelon, while the rest 
of the country acknowledged his suzerainty! His successors 
Shalmaneser V (727-722 b.g.) and Sargon 11 (722-705 b.g.)’ 
carried the AssyTian arms to the very borders of Egypt, though 
they still left a few tributary princes in the far south of Palestine. 
In spite of a widespread revolt at the beginning of his reign, 
Sennacherib (705—681 b.g,) maintained the empire with in- 
creased strength, and in 671 b.c. Esarhaddon (681-669 b.g.) 
actually subdued the Egy^ptian Delta. 

But this last conquest proved the undoing of Assyria. Her 
empire had becorne too large and unwieldy to be maintained 
on the narrow basis of her own land and population. The new 
territory was difficult to hold, and Esarhaddon himself died in 
ffie course of an expedition undertaken to quell a revolt in 
Egypt. His successor, Ashur-bani-pal (669-626 b.c.), gave up 
the attempt to hold Egypt before 650 b.c., and it is clear that 
by the time he died (626 b.c.) the days of imperial Assyria were 
numbered. Hordes of wuld barbarians from the north broke 
into the Fertile Crescent, and though they failed to occupy the 
and permanently, the effect of their inroads was to deal a fatal 
blow at the old empire. Babylon, under Nabopolassar, the 
first king of the new Chaldean dynasty, recovered her inde- 
pmdence on the death of Ashur-bani-pal (626 b.c.), and in 

attacked the heart of the Assyrian 
6?^ ; "P/ to the Medes in 614 b.g., and in 

bi2 b.c. a joint effort brought about the final ruin of Nineveh. 

^attemptwasmade withthehelpoftheEgyptiankingNecho, 

maintain the Jruggle from Harran, but this too was captured 
Necho’s aspirations were utterly shattered 
by Nebuchadrezzar at the battle of Carchemish in 605 b.c. 
Never again did Egypt take;front rank among the nations, and 
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for ' two generations Babylon remained supreme without a 
rival.i , 

It is, then, against a background of great events and creative 
movements, to some of which we shall have to refer repeatedly, 
that we must view the history of the little people of Israel. It is 
well that we should see them, as far as we may, through the 
eyes of their contemporaries. They formed one of a group of 
western states, lying on the road between Mesopotamia and 
Egypt, a group which included«also Damascus, Phoenicia, the 
Philistine cities, Moab, Ammon, and Edom. While the 
Israelites, at the height of their power, proved stronger than 
any of their neighbours, except possibly Damascus, the differ- 
ence was never so great as to give them an unchallenged supre- 
macy. The Phoenician cities, indeed, always maintained their 
independence, but their outlook was westwards, and, provided 
that ’ they were not actively molested from the east, they took 
little trouble to interfere in international politics. They were at 
two periods definitely allied with Israel, but we hear nothing 
of Pjioenician armies in the whole course of Israelite histoiy'. 
Among the rest, Moab, lying to the east of the Dead Sea, and 
more truly pastoral than Israel, was sometimes subordinate, 
but normally independent. Edom seems to have been nominally 
subject to Judah throughout a large part of the monarchic 
period, but the wealthy Philistine cities (except possibly 
Gath) never formed a part of the Hebrew kingdoms, and the 

* It is to the former half of the first millennium b.g. that we must look for the 
formulation and crystallization of many of those tendencies which did so much to 
make the age of territorial imperialism what it was. Not in western Asia nor in tlie 
eastern Mediterranean alone, but wherever the human race attained to a high 
level of civilization and culture, tliere was a movement in the heart of the peoples, 
a stirring of the spirit of the race. As we have seen, it was under men like 
Darius that a definite imperial organization was fully developed, and Darius docs 
not stand alone. The Chow period in China is one of soda! and national organiza- 
tion, and the impulses to which this age gave birth manifest themselves unmis- 
takably in the next few centuries from the Atlantic to the Pacific. Still more 
striking is the leap made by human tliought, its incipient efforts towards a har- 
monious explanation of the universe, and its development of the abstract from the 
concrete. . ■ It can hardly be an accident that we must place within these few cen- 
turies, such men as Confucius, Lao Tze, Sankara, Siddharta, Zoroaster, the early 
Ionian' philosophers, and, we must add, the great prophets of Israel. More than any 
others, save only the Founder of Christianity, these are men whose thought has 
dominated the world, and moulded the philosophy and tlie religion of humanity. 
Even Plato owed much, possibkf more than he himself knew, to his predecessors in 
other lands, and it may well be maintained that no otiicr single mind has ever 
exercised; so vast an influence over later thinking. 
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Ammonites were too far out towards the desert to be an easy 

prey to any settled state. 

* Yet, small and insignificant among the nations of the world as 
Israel was, without political influence or extended power, it 
may safely be said that no other people of antiquity holds a 
place of such profound importance in the history of human 
thought. It was Israel who gave to the world a religion which 
has directed the spiritual life of nearly half mankind, and, not 
only among the Jews themselves, but in the two daughter 
faiths of Christianity and Islam, has moulded the beliefs of men 
in every continent save central and eastern Asia. Of Israel’s 
creed it is no part of our task to speak in detail, though the 
history of Israel can no more be told without reference to religion 
than can that of Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries. But every side of the life of this people must be of 
interest to us, and we need to trace the development of the 
nation, as a nation, if we would win an adequate background 
for the record of her spiritual life. We must 'consider those 
elements which went to make her what she was, her geographical 
and racial inheritance, the culture which she adopted, and the 
traditions which inspired her. We must trace from the earliest 
point at which it is discernible the story of her organized national 
life. We must see how the prospect of political influence in the 
ancient world opened before her, and how she failed to make 
good her early promise. We must watch her as she struggled, no 
longer for supremacy, but for bare independent existence, until 
her internal weakness and the external pressure both became 
too great, and she fell, never to rise again as a political force in 
the world. Yet, even as we reach the end of the story of the 
Israelite monarchies, we must remember that in a very real 
sense the apparent ruin is but the beginning of her life, and that 
in the ages which followed the extinction of her political power 
she was the better able to give herself to the cultivation of those 
spiritual elements which made her in the long run the most 
influential nation of the ancient world. 



Chapter II 

The land of Palestine 

SUMMARY 

[As far as we can tell, it was in tlie great river valleys of Egypt and 
Mesopotamia that man first passed from the stage of the pastoral 
nomad to that of the farmer. These two early centres of culture were 
separated from one another by a wide ’desert stretch, broken only by 
the comparatively fertile strip of fend between the Jordan and the 
Mediterranean. Hence, while there were caravan routes across 
northern Arabia, the real land bridge between Asia and Africa was 
always Palestine, used alike by the merchant, the soldier, and the 
politician. 

South from Anatolia and the Taurus mountains runs a crack in 
the surface of the earth, known as the Great Rift. The mountains 
forming its western wall serve to catch rain, and the whole is there- 
fore sufficiently fertile to support human communities, at least on 
the pastoral scale. Palestine proper, whose backbone is this ridge, 
thus forms a part of what is called the Fertile Crescent^ whose southern 
horn« are the valleys of the Euphrates and the Nile. 

On the level of the southern end of the Sea of Galilee the main 
ridge is broken by a stretch of comparatively level country, down 
which the great trade route passes. South of this are the highlands 
of Ephraim and Judah, whose western side slopes down through the 
Shephelah, or foot-hills, to the coastal plain. A number of valleys 
lead up into the hills through the Shephelah, To the north of 
Esdraelon the country is more broken, with a few outstanding peaks. 

The country to the east of Jordan rises very steeply from the river- 
level, but the wall is broken by three main valleys, those ofthe Arnon, 
the Jabbok, and the Yarmuk. Except in these depressions and a few 
other spots the land is unsuited to agriculture, though it affords a 
fair livelihood to nomads. 

The most prominent feature of the climate is the rainfiill, which is 
comparatively gentle in autumn and spring, but very heavy in 
winter. Life in Palestine is almost entirely dependent on these rains, 
and the agriculturist is thus presented with problems to ^vhicli 
Egypt and Mesopotamia are strangers. The centres of importance, 
agricultural, commercial, and political, are necessarily to be found 
in the better watered spots, such as the plain of Esdraelon and the 
hills immediately to the south of it. 

^It is to its position that the country owes its importance in world 
history, for its possession i% vital to the success of any conqueror who 
wishes to pass either from Europe or Asia into northern Africa or 
vice versa.] • ^ 
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F or some ten or twelve degrees north of the Tropic of Cancer 
there stretches from the Atlantic to the central Asiatic 
mountain-massif a strip of territory which is fairly uniform in 
its external features. In modern times it is mostly dry, and can 
support little vegetation, except a scanty grass which is nurtured 
by the sparse rainfall; but in earlier ages it seems clear that it 
was well within the area reached by moisture-bearing winds, 
and was far richer in varied forms of life than it is to-day. It 
must have been at one time a great prairie, broken by ranges of 
mountains and by two great river valleys, in addition to many 
smaller streams, and even to-day there are left many relics of the 
older, richer type of land.^ Along the north coast of Africa we 
meet from time to time with fertile spots, clearly more numerous 
and better watered in classical times than they are now. In 
earlier ages the mountain ranges seem to have been thickly 
wooded, while throughout the modern period they exhibit little 
more than bare heights where the grass will grow after rain, 
though at other seasons there is little vegetation. No doubt 
there are portions of the land in which the present appearance 
has been largely due to human action, for it is a well-established 
fact that the deforestation of a country often means a decrease in 
its fertility, possibly owing to a lower rainfall, and certainly to 
the ease and rapidity with wliich the rocky hills are denuded 
of fruitful soil. Some, at least, of the mountain ranges of this 
area were sources for the supply of timber, which had often to 
be carried many hundred miles before reaching the spot at 
which it was to be employed. So freely have these supplies been 
used that they have been exhausted, and it is often doubtful 
whether re-afforestation is at all possible. But in the main this 
great stretch of territory must have presented for many ages 
the same general appearance — grass-lands of varying richness, 
suitable primarily for the life of the hunter and of the shepherd. 

In two districts we find country of a different type. These are 
the two great fertile river valleys to which allusion has been 
made, that of the Nile in Africa and that of the Tigris and 
Euphrates in Asia. Here the soil is regularly irrigated by the 
rivers, and, being independent of the local rainfall, it is suitable 

* The evidence, especially that collected by Miss Caton-Thompson, goes to show 
that parts of the Sahara were grass-land in palaeolithic times, and became descrtic 
when the latitudinal belts of climate moved nor&wards as the level of tlie land 
sank in north-west Europe and the Gulf Stream was able to infiuence Europe more 
closely. (Note for which thc^iter s indebted to Professor H. J. Fleure.) 
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for \he production of crops. Archaeologists do not seem able 
to agree whether it was in Egypt or in Mesopotamia that man 
first took to the operations of agriculture, but it seems to Be 
clear that systematic tillage began in one or the other, perhaps 
in both independently. Judging from the remains which have 
survived, the earliest grain to be thus grown was barley, and 
at a later stage wheat followed. Wild forms of both plants are 
still found in the Lebanon and neighbouring lands, while the 
evidence seems to show that th(i actual cultivation of corn was 
first practised in the district of Susa. Here the spade of the 
excavator has disinterred traces of what is claimed to be the 
earliest site of a settled human community. The locality is 
towards the eastern edge of the area we are considering, and 
lies among the hills that lead up to the central Asiatic massif. 

It was, then, in this stretch of country that, so far as we 
know, man made one of his great experiments in the social 
order. His earliest means of securing a livelihood was necessarily 
the collection of food, in which he stood on the same level as the 
aniipals. He was at this grade essentially a food-gatherer, 
hunting the beasts he sought for food, and plucking what fruits 
or leaves he found to his hand. Eventually he began to take 
measures for the care and protection of the things he needed, 
following the companies into which edible animals naturally 
group themselves, and gradually taming them to his needs, 
tending them when opportunity offered and reducing them to 
subjection. In some instances he seems almost to have been a 
parasite on the animal,^ spending much of his time on its back, 
if it were large enough, and deriving his sustenance from the 
supply Nature had provided for its offspring. The camel, the 
horse, the goat, the sheep, and the ox he thus made members of 
his own community, and his organized life centred round his 
droves of cattle. The dog w^as an inheritance from the purely 
hunting stage, and was seldom an article of diet, but the rest 
were possessions which changed the whole character of his 
existence. And so, with the development of the art of food- 
producing, life became more stable and assumed new shapes. 
The passage from the life of the food -gatherer to that of the 
pastoral nomad made comparatively little difference to the 
actual social order. Both necessarily involve constant movement, 
and demand wide areas^over which the community may range. 

Cp. Myres. CAfl. I 22. 
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For though pastoral man has provided the means of his own 
sustenance in his cattle (living mainly on their milk), they in 
turn are food-gatherers, and may have to wander far in order to 
satisfy their needs. With them, naturally, go their attendants 
— alike their masters and their dependants — and, as the genera- 
tions pass, men become almost as wise as the beasts and as 
skilful in the quest of grass and water, leading and not following 
their flocks. 

The greater change in human life took place when man 
embarked on the provision of vegetable food. The transition, 
no doubt, was slow. He must have marked those species of plant 
which gave him fruit of one kind or another. He next recognized 
them in seasons of the year when no fruit was available, and 
eventually in their earlier growth. Where a specimen or a group 
of specimens was found, he would begin to care for it, removing 
the useless vegetation about it and doing his best to protect it 
till it was full grown. Finally, he would note that plants grow 
from seed, and would assist nature by sowing and caring for the 
fruit of his cereals, and, gradually eliminating other growths, 
would bring to full fruition that which he required for himself.^ 

All this, however, demands a more or less continuous resi- 
dence in or about the same spot. The length of time needed and 
the extent of ground covered will vary with different crops. 
There are places where com may be sown and reaped within 
a few months, but for those months it is necessary for the group 
to suspend its migrations and stay in the same neighbourhood. 
Both the cereal crop itself and the fodder for the animals demand 
special conditions, including fertile soil and an adequate water 
supply. These things are not found eveiywhere in the great 
steppe country, though the water supply can often be secured 
artificially by digging wells, and by constructing reservoirs for 
rain-water. Such devices are obviously comparatively late 
developments, and the earliest agriculture must have depended 
on rain or on the presence of rivers and natural fountains. 

Cereals thus require an extended habitation in the same spot, 
though until man learns to cultivate the soil and renew its 
productivity by artificial means, it frequently becomes exhausted 
in a comparatively short time, and the cultivators must move 

* Peake and Fleure (cp. Corridors of Time, vol. iS) doubt whether this sequence 
of stages is invariable. But it certainly seems to be true of the Aramaean element 
in Israel, whom all tradition |:cgardc^ as nomads, later settling down to agriculture# 
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elsewhere. But fruit-trees, including especially the date, the 
vine, and the ojive, demand a permanent home, and with the 
culture of these plants man passes definitely out of the nomad 
stage. Date-culture is characteristic especially of early Meso- 
potamia, and there is a school which holds that all early Sumer- 
ian and Babylonian thought was dominated by it.^ Whether 
this theory be finally sound or not, there can be no doubt of the 
primary importance of this fruit in the southern parts of the 
nearer east. The vine and the* olive seem to have come from 
the north, and to have had their earlier home in the mountains 
of Anatolia and Armenia. In the fully developed civilization of 
the Nearer East these two products play a part whose impor- 
tance is second only to that of the cereals. 

So in Mesopotamia man passed from the nomad to the agri- 
cultural order. Roughly at the same period a like change took 
place in the other great river valley, that of the Nile, Here the 
process seems to have been not unlike that which led to the 
Mesopotamian developments, but arboriculture is far less 
prominent.^ famous for its vegetables 3 and for its 

cereals, but tree-borne fruit, though always present, does not 
play so large a part in the life of Egypt as in that of western 
Asia.4 It is worth observing that, while in later days communi- 
cation between Egypt and Mesopotamia was frequent, the two 
cultures seem to have arisen independently of one another. 

This conclusion is supported by the fact that between the two 
great civilizations there lies a stretch of territory which is (and, 
apparently, always has been) practically desert. Rain falls so 
rarely as to give no opportunity even for the scanty growth 
which suffices the goat for a living, and the absence of any kind 
of regular water-supply makes the passage of the country 
almost impossible except to carefully organized caravans. 
During the Great War, the Allied attack on the Turkish empire 
was directed along two lines, from Egypt and from the Persian 
Gulf. But there was, and could be, no direct communication 

* Gp. especially Barton, A Study of Semitic Origins (1902). 

2 The artistic remains which survive from the time of the Old Kingdom seem to 
suggest that fruit of various kinds was a luxury rather than a necessity. 

^ Cp, Num. xi. '5. 

^ ^ Even m late as the fifth century b.g. the accounts and, indents in tlic Elephan- 
tine papyri show that the staple'Vas barley, and that dates occupied a very subordi- 
,nate position, though there is frequent mention of wine and other beverages which 
may have been tree products. ♦ ^ 
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between the two bodies, save possibly by air. The desert is a 

more effective barrier than the ocean. ^ 

"in one place only is this stretch of desert broken. The borders 
of Asia and Africa are scarred by one of the most impressive 
features of the earth’s surface, known to specialists as the Great 
Rift. Parallel fractures, a varying number of miles apart, have 
been accompanied by the sinking of the narrow belt between 
them, leaving great walls 'of rock on either side. The Rift 
stretches from Syria through El Ghor (the Jordan valley) and 
the Dead Sea to the Gulf of Akaba. The Red Sea continues the 
same feature on a larger scale, and it goes on into east central 
Africa, with the great lakes Rudolf, Tanganyika, and Nyasa in 
its branches. Just as the Judaean, standing on the Mount of 
Olives, may look across the depth of El Ghor to the heights of 
Pisgah in the land of Moab, so, west of Nairobi in Kenya, we 
come suddenly upon a sharp edge with a clear view of the great 
peaks of Longonot and Eburru on the other side of a long ribbon 
of lower scrubland. To the north the Rift is continued between 
Hermon and Anti-Lebanon on the one hand and Lebanon on 
the other, till it fades away as we approach the Taurus mountains 
and the highlands of Anatolia. 

On the eastern side of the Rift the high tableland of Arabia 
with its wastes of sand dominates the scene. Near the edge are 
outpourings of lava that give wild rocky areas, such as the 
Harras (near Mecca), and El Leja (Trachonitis) in what was 
once Bashan, east of the Sea of Galilee. The sunken zone lies 
deepest in the Dead Sea, a pit whose surface is 1,292 feet below 
the level of the Mediterranean. The lands to the east are 
favoured with rain on the high edges, and the waters of Abana 
and Pharpar 2 are as famous in history as the dews of Hermon, ^ 
the balm of the forests of Gilead,^ and the pools of Heshbon.^ 
Had we the traditions of Moab and Ammon along with those 
of Israel, no doubt there would be other names to be added 
here. Most of the watercourses, however, on both sides of the 
Rift, are seasonal wadis^ valleys down whose limestone beds 
great torrents of water pour in the rainy season, while for many 
months they remain lines of dry boulders. Even of the perennial 

* It should be noted, however, that from very early times there were caravan 
routes across northern Arabia, though no permanOntiy settled communities could 
be formed in this region. 2 ^ Kgs. v. 12. 

^ Cp. Ps. cxxxiii. 3. * Cp. Jer. viii. 22, xlvi. 1 1. s Gt. vii. 4. 
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streWs not all are serviceable; the Jordan, in particular, flows 
for the greater part of its course at the bottom of a deep gorge, 
with a very swift current, there are comparatively few places 
where it can even be crossed, and it is quite useless for any kind 
of transport. But there are others, especially the Litany (though 
this lies too far north to exercise any influence on the history of 
Israel) and the Kishon, which contain some wkter all the year 
round, and the land is fairly well supplied with fountains. The 
hills are (or rather were) well •wooded, and normally rain is 
regular, falling at two seasons.^ In the autumn there is a very 
heavy downfall, which serves to start the growth of the corn in 
arable lands, and in February a series of gentler showers which 
help to swell the grain before the heat of the early summer 
ripens it. A people of energy and ingenuity can store enough 
for their needs; Jerusalem has but one small spring in its imme- 
diate neighbourhood and has been for many centuries mainly 
dependent on supplies of rain-water preserved in large tanks 
or reservoirs. ’Though inferior to Mesopotamia and Egypt, 
Palestine yet affords, at least in some districts, the means of 
livelihood to a settled agricultural community. 

The geography of the Nearer East thus presents us with what 
Professor Breasted has so happily called a Fertile Crescent. 
Starting in the south-east at the extremity of the Persian Gulf, 
it follows the great rivers, broadening as they diverge, with its 
western limit bending still further as it approaches the mountains 
of Asia Minor. With an exceptionally luxurious patch in the 
Damascus district, watered by the Abana and the Pharpar, 
it turns southwards in a somewhat broken line, until it reaches 
Egypt, where its course is continued up the Nile into the heart 
of Africa. It is, curiously enough, practically conterminous with 
the Babylonian empire at its greatest extents 

As we have seen, this Fertile Crescent has two main centres, 
alike of population and of culture, one Asiatic, the other African. 
And there is, as it were, only a single land-bridge between them, 
that formed by Palestine. A glance at the trade routes of the 
ancient East will show the primary significance of this land for 
commerce. The main road between Mesopotamia and Egypt 
ran westward through Damascus, crossed the Jordan just below 

* Rain in the wheat harvcst«(Aprii to May) is counted a miracle; cp. i Sam. 
xii. 17, 

^ i.e. at the time when the influence of moi«ter conditions had accumulated. 
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the Sea of Galilee, passed across central Palestine, and followed 
the coast through the Philistine cities of Ashdod and Gaza. There 
is to-day another route passing to the east of J ordan from Damas- 
cus, but this is mainly a pilgrim route to Mecca (though it is 
now followed by a railway) and can never have been as well 
frequented as the western road.^ There is again a line of traffic 
which enters from the north, and passes through Phoenicia to 
meet the first great route near Megiddo. Another route through 
Dedanite country ran east and, west across the northern end of 
the Arabian Peninsula. Palestine is, as it were, a ganglion of 
commercial routes, and as long as there has been any communi- 
cation between Asia and Africa, the country has formed one of 
its main channels. 

It follows that the land has had a similar importance — even 
a greater importance— for the soldier and for the politician. As 
we have already seen, the battle which opened the era of terri- 
torial imperialism was fought on its soil. So also was the engage- 
ment which, thirty-four centuries later, proved to be the 
decisive military action of the greatest war the world has^ever 
seen. Through the ages armies have passed over its roadsj and • 
every imperial nation has tried to make good its footing there. 
Great conquerors— Alexander, Pompey, Caesar, Napoleon- 
have sought to make the land their own, for all have realized 
that in a very vital sense it is the key to the East. The politicians 
of the ancient world found it always the buffer-state between 
any great Asiatic empire and Egypt. Whenever there has been 
a strong power on either side, the land has been an object of 
contention between them, and its possession has been a symbol 
of supremacy. Seldom has an independent state been possible 
there, for the condition precedent has always been national and 
military weakness on the south, north, and east. While the 
medieval cartographer was, no doubt, led by theological motives 
to nmke Jerusalem the centre of the human universe, his view 
has been confirmed by the secular judgement of the historian. 
Palestine was the commercial, military, and political centre of 
the ancient world, and on it focused aU the greatest movements 
oi the peoples. 

West of the Rift and north of the Red Sea, a belt of highland 
remains upstanding between El Ghor and the Mediterranean. 

I he southern portion is the wilderness of Arabia Petraea, 

* Cp. BurWtt, w pp. go ff. (igag). 
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declining from its majestic southern heights of Sinai (dvei 
8^000 feet) northwards through Edom or Seir to the narrow 
belt between the Philistine and Phoenician coasts on the west 
and the Jordan valley on the east. This is Palestine, upstanding 
between two sunken zones, and i-emarkably dissected. It is cut 
into two main portions by a belt of lower land, forming the 
valley of the Kislion, and known as the plain of Esdraelon or of 
Megiddo. This affords a lowland route south-east from the 
Mediterranean near Haifa to thp Jordan valley near the southern 
end of the Sea of Galilee, where stands the ancient fortress of 
Beth-shean (modern Beisan), 322 feet below sea-level. The south 
edge of the plain is marked by the Carmel range and Mount 
Gilboa; between these two lies the so-called plain of Dothan, 
which thus connects Esdraelon with the coastal lowlands. 

South of Esdraelon we shall best understand the configura- 
tion of the land if we realize that it consists of a series of more 
or less parallel belts, all running roughly north and south. To 
the west we have the strip along the coast, which, in not a few 
places in the south, has its shore belt encumbered with sand, 
but elsewhere offers rich soil to the cultivator. Abo^’o this rise 
the lower hills with comparatively gentle slopes, known as the 
Shephelah, while yet higher (up to 3,000 feet) stand the 
mountains of Ephraim and Judah, a mass of limestone rocks, 
often presenting a sharp edge to the west. To the east there is 
a sudden drop into the Jordan valley, whose wall is seldom 
broken on this side. No river worthy of the name runs 
into the Jordan from the west. There are paths and roads 
leading up into the hills from several points, notably from 
Jericho and from Engedi, though the latter stands on the shore 
of the Dead Sea and not in the Jordan valley proper. The Wadi 
Farah affords access into the hills of Samaria from Adam, but is 
of no great significance inasmuch as no main trade route runs 
that way. But the fords below the Sea of Galilee are supremely 
important, since they offer the easiest way of crossing the Rift, 
and so form a vital point on one of the world’s great highways. 

The slope that leads down to the sea on the western side is 
comparatively gentle. Jerusalem stands some 2,000 feet above 
the level of the Mediterranean, and therefore more than 3,000 
above the point at which the Jordan enters the Dead Sea. Yet 
the city is less than twenty miles in a straight line from Jericho, 
while it is between thirty-five and forty from the coast. Through 
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the*Sheplielah a number of valleys lead up into the heart of the 
hills of Ephraim and Judah. The most northerly is the Wadi es- 
Sha’ir, openinglnto the Samaria district. South of this we ha^e 
the Wadi Ishar, which forms one of the natural frontiers between 
Judah and Samaria. Next comes the valley in which the Betli- 
horons stand — a notable road for invading armies — which itself 
may be approached from set^eral directions. Only a few miles 
farther south we have the Wadi Ali^ one of the historic gates of 
the Jerusalem country. The easiest route is that followed by 
the modern railway, past Beth-shemesh and Kirjath-jearim. 
Southern Judah may be reached through the Wadi es-Safieh, 
or, more naturally, by the road that leads north from Beersheba, 

. but the southern approaches are generally well protected by the 
desert land lying between Palestine on the one hand and the 
Sinai peninsula on the other. 

Even south of the plain of Esdraelon, a few miles north of 
Bethel (2,890 feet), the stream valleys giving on the Jordan and 
the Mediterranean almost intersect, so that, in place of a con- 
tinuous highland, there are more isolated hills, such as Ebal 
(3,077 feet) and Gerizim (2,849 feet), and the area of fertile 
land is larger and better. To the north of the plain, between 
Galilee and the Mediterranean, there is space but for a frag- 
mented highland, with one height at Tabor and another behind 
the ledge whence Nazareth looks southwards over the lowlands. 

The land east of Jordan consists chiefly of the sharp slopes 
down to El Ghor. The hills on this side rise even more steeply 
than those on the west, and attain a greater height, at isolated 
points being above 3,000 feet. The wall facing El Ghor is 
broken by several river valleys, of which three are more im- 
portant than the rest. The first of these (from the south) is the 
Arnon jmodern Wadi Mojib), which flows into the Dead Sea 
about half-way down its length, the second is the Jabbok, now 
known as the Wadi Zerka, and the third, flowing into the 
Jordan just below the Sea of Galilee, is the modern Yarmuk. 
This last does not seem to be mentioned in the Old Testament, 
but was knowm in Greek times as the Hieromax. The other 
tributary streams are mere wadis ^ and have no significance for 
history. 

North of the Yarmuk lies the rich comland of Bashan, half 
Syria, yet not quite S>*ria, probably in part because of the 

volcanic wdlds of El Leja, set in its midst. The district was 
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famous in ancient times, not only for its crops but also for its 
large cattle; ^ the ox in western Asia belongs to the agriculturist 
rather than to the nomad. South of the Yarmuk there are a few 
fertile spots, especially in the river valleys, while Heshbon 
was famous for its luxuriance. ,But apart from these isolated 
patches of arable land, the country is mostly dry and the 
vegetation scanty, seldom affording sustenance to any com- 
munities other than the shepherd tribes of the wilderness. 
Throughout its history, the l<ind of Moab was essentially a 
pasture country. 

The art of cultivation, and with it the settled life, first arose, 
as we have seen,^ in the riverine lands of Mesopotamia and the 
Nile, with their regular annual fertilizing floods which simplified 
the problem of irrigation. The highland steppes of Arabia, on 
the other hand, became the home of pastoral nomads. Palestine 
presented special opportunities and special problems for both 
types of life. If he could fight his way in, the nomad could 
wander in a limited space. To the south, on the hills of Judah, 
the harshness of the winter and the bareness of the surface made 
shelter important, and the cultivation of any small fertile tracts 
a valuable supplement. It was therefore often found convenient 
to live in small cities near patches of cultivable land, without 
entire abandonment of the semi-nomad herding life. Farther 
north there was less extreme climate and more pasture, but the 
pastures were intermingled with larger stretches of arable soil. 

The cultivator of Palestine had problems very different from 
those of Egypt or of Mesopotamia. The writer of Deut. xi. i o-i 2 
points out that, unlike Egypt, the country depends directly 
upon God for its water: ‘it drinketh water of the rain of heaven’. 
It seems that the Israelites made their entry into the land during 
a ‘pluvial’ period,^ when the annual rainfall was at a maximum, 
and Palestine is probably somewhat drier to-day than it was 
during the early Israelite occupation. But the order of the 
seasons remains unchanged, and there were, as now, two 
rainy periods in the year. The violent rains of mid-winter 
are often more destructive than helpful, washing soil down the 
slopes, and even breaking down buildings on rocky ledges, 
unless the builder has taken care to remove the sand and loose 
stones from his site.+ Fortunately, in a good year they are 

C> 

VCp. Am. iv. IJ Ps. xxiL 12 (Heb. 13). ^ Above, pp. i6 IF. 

3 Gp, Myres, W7io were ihe^Greeks}^ esp. p. 503. ^ Gp. Matt, vii. 24-7. 
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preceded and followed by more moderate rains, during which 
milder temperature conditions rule. These are the former and 
the latter rains; the first soften the earth for ploughing, the 
second help the growth of crops in the spring. A short season of 
joy and beauty is then followed by a summer that becomes drab 
and weary ere it closes. It thus comes about that Palestine is, 
to a special decree, dependent on ‘marginal’ rainfall, rather, 
perhaps, than on the main rainfall, and so it is a land peculiarly 
liable to react to fluctuations of the seasons. Here the nomad 
and the settled were face to face in olden times, now with a 
slight advantage on the one side and now on the other. It was 
probably the nomad, however, who appreciated the country 
most. Israelite writers loved to speak of their home as a ‘land 
flowing with milk and honey’, ^ and therefore ideal from the 
pastoral point of view. 

A glance at a vegetation map of modern Palestine (and, in 
spite of a slight shrinkage in rainfall, it is not likely that there 
has been much change in the distribution of pasture and arable 
land) shows that the greater part of the country consists of 
limestone hills, covered after the rains with grasses and other 
low plants on which cattle can feed. Here and there lie more 
fertile areas. The largest of these is to the north-east, where the 
soil of Bashan yields rich harvests. Next in importance is the 
maritime plain, especially south of Carmel. Historically neither 
of these was a permanent possession of Israel, for dominion over 
the one was claimed by the SjTrians, while the other was in the 
hands of the Philistines and the Zakkara. But truly Israelite 
agricultural land was to be found in the plain of Esdraelon, and 
in patches, decreasing in size and fertility towards the south, in 
the central range from Samaria to Hebron, and even beyond 
that city. It is here that we must look for the chief centres of 
population, for cities can exist only in such districts or on the 
great trade routes. The economic heart of Palestine was thus 
the plain of Esdraelon and the hills of Samaria. Here was a land 
of ‘great and goodly cities . . ., of houses full of all good things 
. . ., of cisterns hewn out . . ., of vineyards and of oliveyards’.^ 

We have thus a general picture of the land which Israel has 
regarded as her own for thirty centuries. It was a country of 
mountains and of dashing torrents, of woods and of open spaces, 

' The phrase occurs some twenty times in the O.T., e.g. Ex. iii. 8 (J), Num. xiii. 
27 (JE), Lev. XX. 24 (H), D^ut. vi. g, Jer. xi. 5, Ez. xx. 6, 15. * Deut. vi. lo-i i . 
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of scanty pasture lands and of rich cornfields. It was difficult 
of access for the piost part, and easily defensible; when reached, 
it had little in itself to attract the civilized invader, though it 
offered a combination, almost unique in the ancient East, of a 
land suited to the needs of the hunter, the shepherd, the farmer, 
and the trader. It was, however, of profound importance in 
the earlier part of the great age of territorial imperialism, 
an importance which it owed to its position. If ever one of 
the great world powers in the first period of that age sought to 
reach the other in peace or war, its easiest route lay through 
the plain of Esdraelon and past the Judaean hills. The posses- 
sion of the former was indispensable, the control of the latter 
desirable, to any who sought world empire, and the whole 
history of the land, from the fifteenth century b.g. to our own 
day, has been conditioned by its geographical position. 

The cities of the world’s wastes are of special interest in 
matters of religion, and no doubt owe much to the special 
energy of the religious motive, potent at all times in overcoming 
obstacles. Mecca, Lhasa, Samarqand, Ghardai’a, spring to the 
mind at once, and Jerusalem is of the company. Indeed, in 
view of its sanctity to Judaism, Islam, and Christianity, it may 
be said to be the greatest of them all. Its position on the 
northern front of the highland of Judah, above the long way 
down to the ford of Jordan at Jericho, gave it a special impor- 
tance among the fortresses of Judah; and wffien, in Abrahamic 
times, nomad shepherd traders moved along the highland belt 
from Shechem to Hebron and Beersheba, it no doubt shared 
with Bethel a considerable importance as a station and religious 
centre. The development of trade in horses and chariots under 
Solomon increased the importance of the coastal plain. Thence 
the trade route went through Jezreel towards Damascus, so that 
Jerusalem came to be a lonely fortress living on its memories of 
the past, and the northern kingdom broke away from its poor 
and rather backward relation in the south. But this turn of the 
wheel of fate helped not a little to make Jerusalem treasure its 
heritage of ritual and law, with the most impressive conse- 
quences for the religion of manldnd. 




Chapter III 

THE ‘RACES OF PALESTINE 

SUMMARY 

[While both Egypt and Mesopotamia knew Palestine and used the 
country as a means of communication, neither tried to conquer it 
before the fifteenth century b.c. The land was not, however, un- 
inhabited. The earliest occupants seem to have been cave-dwellers 
of large stature whose culture ^was probably neolithic, but their 
remains have hardly been identified. The next settlers were Semites, 
who seem to have migrated from Arabia in three successive waves. 
The first settled in Mesopotamia, and, mingling with earlier in- 
habitants, formed the Babylonian and Assyrian peoples. The second, 
whom we may call Amorites, lived long as nomads w^andering round 
the inner, or desert, edge of the Fertile Crescent, but many of them 
actually settled in Palestine, where they developed an agricultural 
and commercial civilization, tilling the land and building strong 
cities whose remains are now being excavated. The third, or Ara- 
maean wave, followed the same course, but settled less. The only 
district in which they were tlie dominant element was the north 
of the Fertile Crescent, from the Anti-Lebanon mountain range to 
the Euphrates, though Aramaean invaders and settlers exercised a 
profound influence on Palestine itself. 

Though the Egyptians conquered Palestine, they do not seem to 
have made a permanent home there, but held the country by means 
of fortified posts and garrisoned cities. We have little or no record of 
the next invaders, the Hittites, though they must have settled in 
numbers, since they have left their mark on the physical build of the 
Palestinian peoples. It was only during or after this Hittite period 
that the Aramaeans entered the country. 

Finally, early in the twelfth century, the Philistines came into the 
land. The popular application of the word Thilistine’ to uncultured 
and inartistic people is as unjust to the facts as the application of the 
word ‘Jeremiad’ to a complaint or a pessimistic outlook. They were 
the survivors of the Aegean civilization, who, driven from their 
old homes on the shores of the Aegean Sea and the ‘Greek’ islands, 
sought new lands to the south. They were beaten back from Eg}"pt 
by the early kings of the twentieth dynasty— especially Ramses III— 
but eventually made good their footing on the maritime plain to the 
south of Carmel. Like their predecessors, they contributed in some 
measure to the blood of the Israelite people.] 

O NE result of the peculiar position of Palestine in the ancient 
world was that it witnessed the ebb and flow of many 
national and raciab movements. Those who entered the 
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land were not all representatives of the great empires, seek- 
ing to extend their conquests, for many of them were Qf 
less notable tribes who desired to make their home in a 
land better at least than that to which, they had been accus- 
tomed. They came from every part of the Nearer East, and, 
even though a particular people may have been rolled 
back from the territory it once occupied, it not infrequently 
left its mark behind it, either on the physical aspect or on the 
culture of the people. • 

Prior to the opening of the fifteenth century b.c. there was 
comparatively little contact between Egypt and Mesopotamia. 
The people of both countries knew and entered Syria, and 
especially drew supplies of timber from Lebanon. The centre 
of trade at this epoch seems to have been Byblos, and many of 
the objects recently discovered there show signs of both Egyptian 
and Mesopotamian influence. In Egypt itself traces of contact 
with Mesopotamia have been observed in the famous ivory 
knife-handle discovered at Gebel Arak, dating from the Old 
Kingdom of Egypt, and in the palette of Narmer, the founder 
of the first dynasty. The figures engraved on these objects, 
though undoubtedly of Egyptian workmanship, suggest designs 
common in the Sumerian world, and seem to indicate some kind 
of cultural communication between the two river valleys. This 
probably passed through Palestine, though it may have been 
brought by sea from Byblos.^ 

Yet the two peoples remained apparently unconscious one of 
another, and apart from a doubtful reference which has been 
held in some quarters (though on grounds hardly adequate) to 
imply the conquest of Narmer by a Babylonian king, no men- 
tion is made of either in the other’s records. In fact Palestine, 
unproductive and mountainous, was a no-man’s-Iand, and 
came into political prominence only when a strong power first 
established itself behind the Hyksos kings of Egypt. This does 
not mean that the country was uninhabited. As far back as the 
fifth dynasty we have a Syrian village depicted in a painting on 
the tomb of Inti, ^ and from the twelfth dynasty (roughly about 
2000 B.c.) we have the old story of Sinuhe,^ an Egyptian noble 


^ Cp. Frankfort, ‘Egypt and Sinai in the First Intermediate Period*, JE/i, xii. 

, , ■ * A Petrie, Deskdshekf pi. iv. 

^ Cp. Gressmann, pp. 55 ff., Erman, Likraturi qf Ancient Egypt, E*T. 

imi)> pp. 14 ff* 
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who was compelled to flee from home and take refuge in 
Palestine. Here he wandered from one tribe to^another, always 
well received and kindly treated, till he made his home with a 
clan domiciled somewhere in the country, apparently about 
the Esdraelon district. We get exactly the same impression 
that we should receive from the story of an eighteenth-century 
American who, for one reason or another, had fled for refuge 
to the wigwams of some Indian tribe. The natives are felt to 
be kindly savages, who appreciate the honour done them by the 
presence of the distinguished Egyptian, and are most grateful 
for the help he can give them in overcoming their enemies. 
Further evidence to the same general effect is supplied by the 
early pottery, which seems to be indigenous, showing little or 
no trace of Egyptian influence.^ 

We need not consider the palaeolithic peoples of whom 
remains have been found in Galilee and on the slopes of Mount 
Carmel, since there seems to have been no connexion between 
them and their ultimate successors. The earliest stratum of 
population which formed a serious element in the blood of the 
later inhabitants of Palestine appears to have consisted of a 
neolithic people of large stature but of low culture.^ The 
Hebrew archaeologist applied to them the general term 
‘Rephaim’ ('ghosts’) but recognized that they had local names. 
Thus we hear of the 'Emim’ ('the horrors’) as the predecessors 
of the Moabites, 3 the 'Horim’ (Troglodytes’) in the country of 
Edom,^ and the 'Zamzummim’ ('Howlers’) in the territories of 
the Ammonites.5 To those living in southern Palestine Israel 
gave the name 'Anakim’ ('the long-necked’?), but recognized 
that they belonged to the same general group as the rest A Of 
these aborigines we know very little, beyond the fact that they 
seemed abnormally tall to the Israelites, and the probability 
that many of them were cave-dwellers. Archaeology does not 
seem as yet to have identified any of their remains with certainty^ 

^ Cp. Bliss and yL 2 iC 2 iXistcv, Excavations in Palestine, pp. 77 ff. (1902), and the 
wealth of early remains recently excavated at Beth Pelet by Sir Flinders Petrie. 

2 To judge from the Cro-Magnon and other remains there were folk of large 
stature in palaeolithic times, and some of these may have survived in Palestine. 
Cp, British legends of giants in Cornwall, and see Peake and Fleurc, Corridors of 
Time, vol. ii (Hunters and Artists). 2 Gen. xiv. 5, Deut. ii* 10 f. 

^ c.g. Deut. ii. 12. 

5 Deut. ii. 20; the Zuzim of Gen. xiv. 5 may b# the same people. 

^ Cp. c.g. Deut. ii. ii. Possibly a false interpretation of See p, 44. 

’ Gp. Macalistcr, A Centypry of Excavation in Pdestine (1925), pp* 248 £, 224 if. 
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The next group that we have to consider were the Semites. 

Briefly to relieai;se what is so familiar, we note that the Semitic 
peoples spread from a common centre, probably Arabia, in 
several waves. ^ The first, proceeding north-eastwards, settled 
in the lower Mesopotamian valley, and gradually spread north- 
wards, subduing their predecessors, the Sumerians and others. 
The second wave of immigrants took a more westerly route, as it 
seems, and made their homes in Palestine and Syria though some 
of them seem to have wandered pound the Fertile Crescent from 
the east. They were followed by a group who maintained the 
nomad habits of their Bedawin ancestors, and remained on the 
inner edge of the Fertile Crescent. All of these, in one way or 
another, had their influence on Palestine. 

Egypt was near to Palestine and Mesopotamia far away. Yet 
while the cultural influence of the great African state on the 
pre-Israelite inhabitants was negligible, that of the first wave of 
Semitic migration was of the greatest importance, and shows 
that there was free intercourse between the west and the east 
of thp Fertile Crescent before the end of the third millennium 
B.G. Whether the movement of the Amorites, the next group 
of Semites to leave their ancient home, was from west to east or 
vice versa, they may be regarded as the great carriers of civiliza- 
tion for this early period.^ At the same time it is clear that 
the greater Mesopotamian kings must have exercised some kind 
of authority over Palestine, though even in the case of Ham- 
murabi we find it difficult to define that authority with exact- 
ness. It does not seem that there was any formal occupation of 
the land, or that the Mesopotamian kings deliberately made 
settlements there, but the influence is so well marked as to 
prove fairly close contact, or at least the regular transmission of 
ideas. It is true that this influence did not extend to material 
affairs. The building arts of Palestine remained in a compara- 
tively primitive condition till a far later age, and, although the 
country is richly endowed with stone, its people continued to 
use sun-dried brick for centuries. The pottery appears to be sui 
generis^ until it begins to be afiected by the art of the Aegeans, 
probably entering through Phoenicia.^ Metalwork was rare, 
and, we may guess, costly; flint implements continued to be 

* Cp. Winckler, Die KBlinsckriJkn wad das Alts Testament^ ^ pp. 1 1 fF. 

^ See below, pp. 36 if. 

^ Gp. Bliss and Macalister, Exmvaiiom in pp. 72, 84 ff. 
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used till a point late in the history of the Israelite monarchy, 

though both bronze ^.nd iron were well known.^ 

'In other ways, however, the effect of contact with Mesopo- 
tamian culture is undeniable. We may note first that the 
traditions of the Creation and of the early experiences of the 
human race, as preserved in Genesis and reflected elsewhere, 
show resemblances to the Sumerian stories which we know best 
through Babylonia. It is true that they have acquired unique 
features, and when we compare the JBiblical narratives with 
those of the East, we are struck by the differences as much as by 
the resemblances. This goes to prove that while a common 
origin is certain, there must have been a very long period during 
which the two types of tradition remained unaffected by one 
another. In other words, the form in which these stories appear 
in Hebrew literature must have had a long history in Palestine 
after being brought thither from Mesopotamia, and we must 
throw their importation well back into the pre-Israelite age. 

The second sphere of influence is that of Law. Throughout 
the whole of western Asia in historic times we have a general 
standard of civil and criminal law. It varies in details, and 
comes to us in several different forms. We have codes, whole or 
fragmentary, from the Sumerians, the Babylonians (the famous- 
'Code of Hammurabi’), the Hittites, the Assyrians, and the 
Israelites. While, as in the case of primitive traditions, the 
resemblances are so great as to make a theory of independent 
origin practically impossible, the differences equally preclude 
the hypothesis of direct borrowing. Each has developed by 
itself from a primitive and common body of legal principles 
which may have been expressed in an early code. It should be 
observed that in all forms of the laws, the state and order of 
society presupposed is that of the agricultural and civic life, 
and hence we are again led to the conclusion that the Old 
Testament form of law is, like its primitive tradition, derived 
from the common source through the medium of the pre-Israelite 
inhabitants of Palestine. There are grounds for believing ^ that 
the Old Testament presents us with this original corpus of law 
in an earlier form than any other of our sources. Now the Code 
of Hammurabi dates from the end of the tliird millennium b.g. 

* Sec especially Anton Jirkia, -Daj weltliche Reck 572 Alien Testament (1927). With- 
out committing ourselves to an acceptance of the whole of Jirku's theory, we may 
remark that here he seems tcj^be on 5pre ground. 
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or the beginning of the second, and we are thus forced to the 
conclusion that, the most important era ef Mesopotamian in- 
fluence was at least some centuries earlier than this date, i.e. it 
can hardly have been later than the middle of the third 
millennium b.g. 

We are next led to ask how this influence was exercised or 

transmitted. Three possible answers to this question present 
themselves: (a) the activities of travellers, (b) direct migration 
by the population of one district*to the other, (c) conquest, and 
dominion held long enough to have affected the life of the 
subject people. Of the three, the first might account for the 
presence in the west of Mesopotamian traditions regarding 
the Creation and similar subjects. But the traveller is not likely 
to have imposed a corpus of law on the countries he visited. 
Furtlier, the great trading movements of the ancient world seem 
to have lain very largely in the hands of the nomad or semi- 
nomad elements in the population, and the type of law for 
whose spread we have to account is that of the settled com- 
munity, not that of the wanderer. 

Direct migration would account for the presence, both of 
ancient legends and of ancient law in the newer country. But 
in such a case the immigrants usually bring with them also a 
large amount of their material culture. In this respect, as we 
have seen, Palestine owed little or nothing to Mesopotamia. 
Neither its architecture nor its pottery shows obvious signs of 
influence from the East, and the absence of this connexion makes 
a theory of direct migration practically untenable. 

We are thus left with the third possibility, that of an externally 
imposed dominion, whose influence was perhaps reinforced by 
other means of communication. Our data from Mesopotamia 
itself are scanty, but they do, nevertheless, offer evidence which 
helps us to a conclusion. We hear of an expedition by Lugal- 
zaggisi^ of Umma, who claimed to rule from the Persian Gulf 
to the Mediterranean. His ‘conquest’ may have been little 
more than a raid, but it seems clear that the dynasty of Akkad, 
founded by Sargon I, did exercise effective sovereignty over 
Syria and Palestine. ^ Dates are disputed, but Sargon and his 

^ Gp. King, pp. 197 f., CAH, i. 226 (S. A. Cook), 402, 404 (Langdon). 
®^Cp. King, 6'^., pp. 233!., 335, CAH,, p. 404, See, Further evidence may be 
derived from a seal-cylinder, found at Taanach, attributed to the end of the third 
millennium B.G,, bearing the inscription ‘Atanahili, son of Habsi, sen^ant of NergaF, 
See Sellin, Tell Ta'annek, i. 27 £ (1904). ♦ ^ 
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immediate successors cannot be placed later than the middle 
of the third millennium b.c., and it is to this period that we can 
best ascribe the introduction of Mesopotamian tradition and 
law into the Mediterranean coastlands^ for it is not until the 
latter part of the Hebrew monarchical period that the political 
dominance of the East again appears. 

When we turn to those racial factors which actually contri- 
buted to the blood of later Israel, we find first groups of early in- 
habitants in Palestine to whom Ihe Hebrews gave several different 
names. Tradition, which we may trace back at least to the latter 
half of the seventh century, had a list of seven peoples expelled 
or destroyed by invading Israel, though it is rarely that we meet 
with the whole number.^ The names are: Hittites, Girgashi tes, 
Amorites, Canaanites, Perizzites, Hivites, and Jebusites. Some 
of these seem to be merely local tribes, e.g. the Girgashites, 
Hivites, and Jebusites. Perizzite may be a general term for 
countryfolk living in unwalled villages.^ Canaanite, Amorite, 
and Hittite, however, have a wider designation. 

The first of these three, Canaanite, is sometimes uspd as 
general name for the pre-Israelite inhabitants of Palestine, but 
in this sense it is practically confined to that element in the 
Hexateuch which we call J. It seems to include — indeed to be 
especially applicable to — the Phoenicians, and it is possible 
that the word means traders’. This would be particularly 
suitable to the Phoenicians, though it would not describe so well 
the other inhabitants of the country.^ 

It is the term Amorite wliich has given ground for most 
extensive discussion, since it is used from early times, not only 
by Hebrew writers, but also in Mesopotamian documents. In 
the middle of the third millenium b.g. the name is applied to 
a group of Bedawin on the borders of Mesopotamia.^ Sargon 
of Agade alludes to them in terms which imply that they are a 
people of Syria.^ 

In the time of Gudea they are domiciled in the far west^ and 

* The list certainly occurs in passages attributed to JE, but appears to be some- 
times, if not always, a later insertion. The only passages in which all the names 
stand arc Deut. vii. i, Josh. iii. lo, xxiv. 1 1. For a discussion see Driver, Deutemmmy 
(ICC,), (1902), pp. 97 f. » See p. 44. 

3 Gp. Driver, op, cit,, pp. 1 1, 13 f., and especially Buddc, Die hiblische UrgescMckte 
(1883), PP* 344-3. 

^ E. Meyer, GA, ii^ (1921), § 396. « 

s Meyer, op. ciL, ii^ § 398; L. W, King, SA,, pp. 225, 233; Chronicles, ^ ii. 27 IT. 
Meyer, op, cit, ii*, § 410^ L. W.«King, oj). p. 261; CAH. i. 428, Langdon. 
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^Amorite Walls are built by Gimil-sin.^ About 2225 b.c. an 
Amorite dynasty was established in Babylon, to which Ham- 
murabi himself belonged, ^ and it is commonly held among 
Assyriologists that their names show them to have belonged to 
a stock better represented among the western Semites than 
among the earlier inhabitants of Mesopotamia. ^ In the twelfth 
century the mention of these people by Tiglath-;^ileser I suggests 
that they are to be found at intervals, if not continuously, from 
the Euphrates to the Phoenician coast.^ At the end of the eighth 
century the term occurs with a limited application in the famous 
description of Sennacherib’s great campaign in Palestine, 5 and 
we may take it for granted that his language represents the 
geography and the ethnology of the age in which he lived. Here 
the word is applied mainly to Palestine south of the plain of 
Esdraelon, the country north of this being summed up in the 
other name, Hittite. We think inevitably of Ezeldei’s fierce 
sneer against later Israel, 'The Amorite was thy father and the 
Hittite thy mother’.^ Sennacherib includes Jerusalem and some 
(though not all) of the Philistine cities in 'the land of the 
Amurru’. * 

* Meyer, {?/;. cit.^ § 415; L. W. King, op, cit., p. 300. 

® Meyer, op. ciL, ir. i, pp. 18 fF. 

3 This view is challenged by Th. Bauer in Die Osikanaanaety a searching study of 
the linguistic evidence available. He reaches certain definite conclusions: (a) that 
there was no western kingdom of Amurru in the third millennium b.c.; (^) tiiat the 
term (Kur) Margin (ki), which may best be rendered ‘Mountain of the Amurru’, 
refers to the hill country, or to a district in the hill countiy, to the north-cast of 
Babylon; (c) that the people knowm as the Mar-tu, or Amorites, came originally 
from this district, not forming a separate race, but being a branch of the 
Akkadians; (d) that the wcst-Semitic names in the age of Hammurabi do not belong 
to the older Amurm, but to a separate folk altogether (tiie ‘Amorite’ dynasty Bauer 
believes to have come from Larsa, p. 86) ; (^) that the well-known later kingdom of 
tlie Amurm, which is certainly to be located in the Lebanon, has nothing whatever 
to do with these earlier peoples. While some of Bauer’s arguments (c.g. the dis- 
tance from which Gudea is said to have brought stone for his buildings) appear to 
have some cogency, we must w'ait for fuller discussion by the Assyriologists before 
accepting his conclusions as final. If he is right, then the Amorites may have beext 
an early Nordic people, and in this connexion it is worth recalling the blue-eyed, 
brown-haired peoples depicted on some Eg>’'ptian monuments of the eighteenth 
dynasty. Myres and Salaman appear to agree, but, nevertheless, such evidence as 
can be gained from phiiolo^ (though this is seldom reliable) is on the other side. 
The presence of wcst-Semitic names in Mesopotamia in the second millennium is 
surely important, as these would hardly have been borne by a non-Semitic folk 
from the north-cast. Such immigrants would use cither their own earlier names or 
those which they adopted from'^^ie country in which they settled. 

^ Cp. Luckenbill, ARA, I 92, 94, 99, 103, §§ 263, 287, 308, 328. 
s Luckenbill, op. ciL, ii. 19, § 239. • ^ A Ez. xvi. 3. 
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has given new opportunity and stimulus to archaeological re- 
search, and while a number of the sites excavated are primarily 
Israelite, e.g. Samaria and Megiddo, there are others, such as 
Jericho, Jerusalem, Beth-pelet, and Gezer, which belong to the 
earlier people. The remains show them to have been a race 
capable of a fairly high degree of culture; in particular they were 
experts in building. The city walls of Jerusalem and of Jericho 
were of considerable thickness, and those of Jerusalem very 
lofty. The method of construction shows that the builders were 
masons of no mean order, and the stone was often carefully 
dressed. Cities were small, and within them the houses were 
closely packed, leaving very narrow streets and passages. 
Houses were built either of stone or of burnt brick in their lower 
courses, while the upper parts (as was almost universal in the 
ancient world) were composed of sun-dried mud. This, in the 
course of ages, has sunk with the weather, with the result that 
most of the cities are nothing more than mounds of earth con- 
cealing the more solid foundations. The objects of art, whether 
of pottery or of metal, are nearly always local copies of Corms 
current elsewhere,^ occasionally varied by much more delicate 
and artistic imported objects. Neither at this or at any subse- 
quent period did the inhabitants of Palestine show signs either 
of artistic originality or of artistic appreciation. 

As we have already seen, the first people to secure external 
dominion in Palestine were the Eg}^ptians, and it is interesting 
to see how small was the permanent effect produced by their 
presence. The Egyptian element in the later life of Israel was 
comparatively slight, in spite of the close connexion between the 
two countries in history and in commerce. And in these earlier 
times the interest of Egypt was confined to exacting tribute. 
In a few cities garrisons were placed, especially in Beth-shean, 
and substantial evidence of Egyptian occupation has come to 
light. But the Egyptians did not mingle with the people, and 
even where they were established, the two cultures lay side by 
side, producing no mixed forms. The Egyptian occupation 
persisted till long after the Israelite conquest, and it is possible 

and the detailed accounts of separate excavations, such as Petrie, TeU-d-Hesy (iBgi) ; 
Bliss, A Mound of Many Cities (deals with the same site as the last) ( 1898) ; Macalister, 
Excavations at Gezer; Sellin, Tell Ta^annek (1904-5) and (1913); and others too 

numerous to mention. It is curious that a large projiortion of the sites hitherto exca- 
vated arc as important for their pre-Israelite material as for that which dates from 
the Israelite occupation, * This is jspedaliy true of the later prc-Israeiite" period. 
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that ^Sisera^ is a corruption of some Egyptian name, but, taking 
the whole of the country, we may safely say that the contribu- 
tion of Egypt was negligible. Strange as it may seem, the 
civilization of Palestine, in spite of the conquests of the eighteenth 
and nineteenth dynasties, remained emphatically of the Meso- 
potamian, not of the Egyptian type.^ 

When we know more of the Hittites, we may have fuller 
details as to their hold on Palestine,* It is, however, clear that 
they came not merely as conqueTors but also as colonists, and 
that many of them made their home in the land. The stories of 
Abraham located a Hittite population in southern Palestine,^ 
and at the end of the thirteenth century the dominant power 
in the land was that of the Hittite kingdom of Kadesh on the 
Orontes. 

The most striking and obvious effect of this Hittite occupation 
is to be seen in the Jewish physiognomy. The broad, rather 
short, full-fleshed figure, and the heavy face with the large 
hooked nose, have practically nothing in common with the 
true Semitic type as we know it from the Arab and from the 
earlier Aniorite. On the other hand, they are practically 
identical with the forms found on Anatolian monuments, and 
with representations of the ancient Hittites as we find them 
elsewhere. We may have no details as to the Hittite invasion, 
but it has left its stamp so clearly impressed on the faces of the 
people that we hardly need further evidence of its historicity. 3 
Further, we find Hittites in Palestine throughout the history of 
Israel, and we must regard these as pools left by the retreating 
tide after the victories of Ramses II, The interval between 

^ It may be remarked that in Israelite, especially later Israelite, times, there 
seems to have been a good deal of interchange of thought between Egypt and 
Palestine, and perhaps even literary connexions. 

® The passage in which the mention of the Hittites occurs is Gen. xxiii, where 
Abraham buys the cave of Macpciah from Ephron the Hittite. In its present form 
the narrative belongs to P, but may embody a very ancient tradition which has not 
survived in sections taken from other sources. 

3 An alternative suggestion as to the origin of the ‘Hittite’ element in Biblical 
Palestine has been made by Hcmpel, who thinks (cp. Die AUhebrdischs LiUraiur, p. 8} 
that it was due to the presence of a Mitannian admixture in the nomad invaders 
among whom the later Israel is to be classed. The balance of evidence would seem, 
however, to be in favour of the view taken in the text, since the anthropological 
features of the case point to Anatolian rather than to Mitannian origin. Myres 
believes that this type of countenance may have been an inheritance from neolithic 
times. Against this view is the fact that the Palestinians figured in Egyptian monu- 
ments down to the eighteenth dynasty clearly belong to\ pure Semitic stock. 
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that David had Philistine connexions of some kind, though 
possibly not of actual blood. Certainly he relied on Philistine 
help; the royal bodyguard which he established was largely 
drawn from that source, and in his greatest difficulties he 
retained the loyal service and affection of Philistine friends. 

There were qther and later imniigrants, especially those who 
were settled in Galilee and Samaria after the fall of the northern 
kingdom. But there was a decided effort made in post-exilic 
times to exclude them from the official Jewish community. We 
cannot suppose that these efforts were wholly successful, and in 
considering the ancestry of the more modern Jew, we must 
allow for the possibility of this element. Yet for the purpose of 
our present study, the story of Israel down to the end of the 
monarchic period, these factors are negligible. Without them 
the admixture of races was sufficiently complex, and it rnay be 
doubted whether any people composed of such diverse elements 
has ever played so important a part upon the stage of history. 

ADDITIONAL NOTES 

Page 32, note 6. Add\ These popular etymologies arc hardly reliable; the 
Horites, for example, may be connected with the Hurrians of tlie north. 

Page 36, note 2. Firizzi occurs as the name of a messenger sent by Tushratta of 
Mitanni to Amenhotep IV. Cf. Knudtzon, 27, 89, 93, 100; 28, 12; 29, 91, and 
Dhorme: V Evolution religieuse d^ Israel, pp. 1 19 f. 

P^ige 39, note 2. Add: Possibly also ‘a secondary wife^ 


Chapter IV 

TRADITIONS OF ISRAEL’S ANCESTRY 

SUMMARY 

[Though the racial ancestry of Israel was so mixed^ most of her early 
traditions belong to one group— the Aramaeans. Abraham, Isaac, 
Jacob, and the twelve patriarchs, may be regarded for the most part 
as historical personages, though the stories told of them (except 
Abraham) may often be interpreted as tribal rather than individual 
history. 

Traditions ca-rry back the Aramaean ancestry of Israel to the 
district of Ur in southern Mesopotamia. Thence they moved, per- 
haps about 12350 B.C., northwards to Harran, and a group of them 
continued their wanderings round the Fertile Crescent as far as 
Egypt. Many places in Palestine had traditions of the presence of 
Abraham and Jacob; Isaac was known chiefly in the far south, near 
Beer-sheba. 

The stories of Jacob and his sons, especially, seem to reflect tribal 
interrelationships. These seem to indicate a sense of common blood 
among them all, though they fall into groups within which the 
alliance is closer. One group seems to have consisted traditionally of 
Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, together with Zebulun and Naphtali, 
Gad, and Asher being attached as subordinate tribes. The other 
group contained Joseph (later Ephraim and Manasseh) and Ben- 
jamin, to whom were appended Issachar and Dan. To some extent 
this theory is borne out by history, since Simeon and Levi disappeared 
very early as tribes, and Reuben vanished before the establishment 
of the monarchy. The two leading elements are those of Joseph and 
Judah, though the latter may have been originally a Canaanite 
people, imported into the community of Israel at a comparatively 
late date, and reaching eminence only in the time of David. 

Some of the tribes — belonging to the Joseph group — settled on the 
borders of Egypt, probably during the Hyksos age. After the rise of 
the eighteenth dynasty (1600 b.c. onwards) they were much exposed 
to Egyptian violence, and many of them were forced into slaver}’'. At 
the same time they retained their sense of kinship with the rest, and 
even with other tribes still farther from the frontiers of Egypt and 
nearer to Palestine itself.] 

Sources. For this subject we are practically confined to the book of 
Genesis. Here we have, as is generally agreed, narratives emanating 
from at least three distinct sources, [a) traditions preserved and col- 
lected in southern Israel (‘J*), {b) similar traditions originating in 
northern Israel (T^) , and others which have reached their present 
form through priestly redaction, thougli it is %ot disputed that the 
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material which they embody — or at least a part of it — may be far 
more ancient than thb actual compilation in which they have been 
preserved. It is also possible that we have some genuine historical 
tradition lying behind Genesis xiv, a chapter containing t^vo narra- 
tives which cannot be assigned to any of the other recognized groups. 
If this is so, we have in one of them our only direct contact with any* 
historical figures known to us from outside Israel, for the kings 
against whom Abraham is represented as fighting bear names 
familiar to us in Babylonia at the beginning of the second millennium 
B.G. At the same time it must be observ^ed that their identification 
raises difficulties, since the kings whose names most resemble Chedor- 
laomer (this name has not been discovered, though it is a natural and 
sxiitable Elamite formation), Amraphel, Arioch, and Tidal, were not 
contemporary with one another. There does, however, remain the 
possibility that ancient tradition placed Abraham, perhaps rightly, 
in the age of Hammurabi. Apart from this we have no external 
evidence available for the time of the patriarchs. 

O UR sketch of the physical ancestry of Israel has helped us to 
see that it contained an extraordinary mixture of blood. 
Aboriginal — of Armenoid or other race — Semite (Amorite and 
Aramaean), Hittite and Philistine all contributed their quota. 
The historic language of the people v/as a dialect of the western 
Semitic or Amorite. The physiognomy characteristic of the 
Jew is either primitive Armenoid or, more probably, Hittite — 
perhaps both. The culture of Palestine in the historic period 
owed much in tradition and in law to a Mesopotamian, and 
ultimately to a Sumerian source. The name by which the land 
is commonly known is derived from one of the Aegean peoples 
who were among the last to colonize the country. 

Neither common blood, common culture, common language, 
nor common political organization can, separately or together, 
make a nation. It is true that for four or five centuries Israel 
was organized into one, or rather two, states, but this was the 
effect, not the cause, of the sentiment of nationality. There is 
a subtle factor in the consciousness of every people, which, 
though it may escape definition and defy analysis, is yet most 
real, and, indeed, determines the essence of what we call a 
sense of nationality. As the most recent anthropological re- 
search^ has shown, the Greeks had an ancestry almost as com- 
plicated as that of Israel, spoke widely different dialects, and 
clung passionately to the autonomy of the city state. Yet from 
^ Cp. &peciaily Myres, Who wm the Grssh ? 
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the time when the history of Greece proper begins we can see 
thatj behind all these separate, warring* little communities, 
with their mutual jealousies and rivalries, there lay a sense of 
oneness as against the rest of the world. There was a Pan- 
hellenic feeling which found its clearest expression in the Persian 
wars, but was never wholly lost. Much as the individual Greek 
city might dislike its neighbours, it still recognized the distinc- 
tion between Greek and barbarian, and no difference of dialect, 
habit, or polity, ever obscured the sense of the fundamental 
unity of the Greek nation. It was tradition more than anything 
else which made the Greeks a self-contained people, and though 
the oldest (and, in some ways, the most powerful) elements in 
that tradition belonged rather to their predecessors than to the 
Greeks proper, they served to create and to maintain Greece 
as a spiritual entity. 

So it was with Israel, The controlling factor in her recogni- 
tion of herself as a nation was that supplied by Aramaean blood 
and, still more, by Aramaean tradition. As far as physical 
ancestry was concerned, that element seems to have been com- 
paratively slight. The invaders from the Vilderness’ can hardly 
have been very numerous, and, after their first inroads, their 
^conquest’ was achieved rather by the assimilation of the earlier 
population than by military triumphs. Their victory was not 
won by force, it was the imposition of a national sentiment on 
an alien people. It was their ideas, not their armies, that 
secured their ultimate supremacy over their predecessors, and 
made them the power they became. We need not dwell here on 
the details; it will be necessary for us to discuss those at a later 
stage. But, at the outset, it is of the highest importance that we 
should recognize the main fact. 

When the pious Israelite of later days brought to the common 
sanctuary his offering of thanksgiving for the mercies vouchsafed 
to him during the year, he began his recital of the benefits 
he had received with the words ‘A lost Aramaean was my 
fatherV and the phrase is all the more striking inasmuch 
as the gifts for which he expressed his gratitude were those 
especially sought by the agriculturist, not by the shepherd or the 
hunter. It was his corn, his wine, arid his oil, the produce of 

^ Deut xxvi. 5. The passage inits present form dates from the seventh century 
B.C., but, in view of the persistence of Israelite tradition, we may suspect that the 
formula itself was much older. ^ .m 
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the ground on which he had settled, that he attributed to the 
beneficence of his God. It is the conjunction and the combina- 
tion of these two interests and points of view which form the 
key to the whole history of Israel, which made her unique 
among the nations of the ancient world, and rendered possible 
the message she had to give manidnd in economics, in politics, 
and, above all, in religion. 

The Aramaean was essentially a wandering shepherd. He 
may have reached a plane somewhat higher than that of the pure 
Bedawin, and there is a tendency to-day to see in him a repre- 
sentative of the type known as the 'half-nomadh But, even 
while we recognize that he was not simply the wild inhabitant of 
the wilderness,^ we must remember that his life and outlook 
did not differ very greatly from those of the Bedawin, and that 
he was more closely allied to them in general thought than to 
the settled farmer. As he entered Palestine, he brought vdth 
him much of his traditional attitude towards personal relation- 
ships, whether these concerned man or God. He retained in 
an almost unique degree the social tlieory and tlie religious 
outlook of the nomad age, and, as he absorbed the agricultural 
and civic peoples who were in the land before him, he introduced 
and insisted upon his philosophy of life. It is true that such 
language as we use would have been unintelligible to him, for 
his modes of thought were very diflerent from ours. He acted 
without conscious premeditation, but this very lack of deliberate 
purpose serves only to indicate more clearly the overwhelming 
force of the spiritual power within him. The new principles 
which he brought into the life of the country wett not expressly 
set forth or elevated into constitutional law; they were the 
inevitable outcome of instincts developed by generations of 
nomad life, and woven into the very fabric of his being. 

Now it is true that, in all probability, other elements in the 
population of Palestine had at one time or another passed from 
the life of the nomad to that of the agriculturist. It is hardly 
possible to doubt that the Amorite stratum, for instance, had in 
the distant past made the same changes in its life as did the 
Hebrew. But there was one outstanding difference, and it is to 

* It may be worth while remarking that the ‘wilderness* of the Old Testament 
is not absolutely barren, waterless desert, btH land wdneh, though not suited 
for cereals and other crops, yet afforded tiic scanty herbage on wMch the small 
cattle of the nomad coulS subsist. 

r ■ , 
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this that we may attribute tlie uniqueness of the history of 
Israel. When the Aramaean nomad settled in western Palestine^ 
he left not a few of his brethren behind. The circumstances of 
the conquest were such as to bring only a portion of the 
Israelite confederacy into the richer corn-lands, and it was 
many generations before the whole came under a single sway. 
At the same time an appreciable and influential section of the 
people remained on the pastoral pltoe, especially in the east 
and south. The shepherd of Gilead or of the Negeb, the farmer 
of Esdraelon, and the merchant of Shechem or of Samaria, all 
recognized themselves and one another as true Israelites, and 
felt themselves bound together into a single nation as against 
the rest of the world. 

By far the most powerful factor in maintaining this unity of the 
agricultural and the pastoral Israel was their common acceptance 
of Yahweh as their national God. We find, even in western Pales- 
tine, from the early days of the Aramaean settlements down to 
and beyond the end of the monarchical period devotees of Yah- 
weh who insisted on a whole-hearted devotion to Him, and gave 
themselves ‘to the maintenance of the old traditions. In the 
earliest literary form in which we can trace them, our stories of 
the patriarchs — the Aramaean ancestors of Israel — come from the 
time of the monarchy. Yet, with one consent, they present the 
life of the Vandering Aramaean’ as the ideal, and the tent- 
dwelling shepherd as the model Israelite. We may justly suspect 
that one or two of them originated in agricultural Palestine 
before the Conquest, and that these had, in the first instance, no 
reference to pastoral Israel,^ but the significant fact is that they 
have been so modified as to bear a superficial appearance of 
dealing with that plane, and have been woven by the compilers 
into the general fabric of the patriarchal age. 

The history of Israel, then, is the record of tlie interaction of 
these two orders of society, or rather of the spiritual principles 
which they embodied. In many ways the contrast between the 
two amounts to conflict. Nomad conceptions of sexual morality, 
of the position of property, of the rights of personality, of the 

* The Creation, Eden, and Flood stories are hardly ^national’. The traditions 
of the origins of the tribe of Judah, preserved in Gen. xxxviii, seem to be drawn 
from a non-Aramaean source, and to belong to the earlier Ganaanite stratum of 
the population. It is possible thatihe account of the sack of Shcchem in Gen, xxxiv, 
and a number of the notices which account for the more famous sanctuaries in 
Israel have a similar provenance. For an alternative explanation sec p. 60, n. 2 , 
3874 
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substantial equality of all members of the community, were 
4iametricaUy opposed to the theory and practice of the more 
highly organized agricultural and monarchic states of the 
ancient world. We shall find, even in western Palestine, factors 
which tended to preserve the traditions of the wilderness, but 
at times their influence weakened, and they themselves fell 
captive, as it were, to the life of the world about them. But 
within Israel, though outside the agricultural community, there 
still remained those who stood for the old ideals, and when the 
lowering moral and spiritual influences of the new life seemed 
most to threaten the principles which the nation claimed as its 
own, there came from the half-desert an Elijah or an Amos to 
reiterate the old demands of Yahweh. 

Israel thus entered on a great experiment, the passage from 
a simple order of society to one far more complicated and 
difficult. Others had passed through the same transition, but 
her effort was peculiar, inasmuch as it involved an attempt, 
perhaps half-imconscious but very real, on the part of a section 
of her people to apply to the new life principles in religion and 
in social ethics which had proved successful in the old. The 
experiment ended in apparent failure, and the fall of the Hebrew 
monarchy in 586 b.c. marked the extinction of any political 
hopes the prophetic party may have cheiishcd. But the spirit 
and the ideals survived, and, in a sense, it was only when Israel 
had ceased to be a nation to the outward eye that she began 
her great task in the world. For sbc centuries longer she re- 
mained a subject-people in her national home, developing and 
enlarging her religious conceptions. But the conditions of her 
life and the complex tradition which she inherited precluded a 
general transmission of her message to the outside world. In a 
certain sense the breaking loose of the Christian Church from 
the Jewish community was the liberation of the ideals which 
counted for most in Judaism itself. Then, and only then, were 
these essential principles in religion and etliics made available 
for the great mass of humanity. While the modern exponent of 
Christian theology is justified in refusing to see the whole of the 
Gospel in the book of Genesis, he must admit that the Hebrew 
presentation of the patriarchal age contains at least the seed 
from which the great tree ultimately sprang. 

It is a task of peculiar difficulty to determine the actual value 
of these traditions fofi Mstocy. Whilst it seems that in each of the 
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main sources of the Hexateuch the different elements were so 
arranged as to produce a continuous narrative, we need to re- 
member that this represents the opinion of a comparatively late 
age — ^probably the former half of the monarchical period. The 
Hexateuch documents are eloquent testimony to the skill with 
which writers of that period, constructed their stories, giving 
them the impress of an almost unbroken record of events, and 
fitting into place the various tales which they collected. They 
have, indeed, succeeded in offering their readers something 
like written lives (on a small scale) of Abraham, Jacob, and 
Joseph. But when we examine our documents rather more 
closely, it becomes evident that this appearance of straight- 
forward biography may be at times misleading. The elements 
which are woven into the narrative seem to have been drawn 
from a variety of sources and cannot all be interpreted in the 
same way. 

Broadly speaking, we may say that the narratives fall into 
two classes. Some of them were from the first what they are 
still, stories about individual men and women. Others seem to 
be memories of tribal history, thinly veiled under the cloak of 
personal experiences. Most of the former class seem to have 
been told in the first instance with some special purpose, often 
supplying the explanation of some natural fact or traditional 
custom. Thus we may assume that the narrative which de- 
scribes the destruction of the cities of the plain, witliits appended 
note concerning Lot’s wife, was an attempt to account for the 
desolate country to the south-east of the Dead Sea, based, per- 
haps, on dim memories of some tremendous natural convulsion. 
With this men connected a story explaining the existence of 
some upright block of stone in which a fanciful eye might detect 
a resemblance to a human figure. The Fennel narrative in 
Gen. xxxii. 24-32 gives a reason for a curious food-if^te— later 
Israel avoided eating a particular part of the thigh, because it 
corresponded in the animal to that which was touched by the 
river-spirit in his struggle with Jacob. We may suppose that 
such stories of the conflict between men and the countless spirits 
of nature were common, and one of them has been used for this 
particular purpose. A number of the statements and narratives 
in Genesis are clearly the kpol Xoyoi of different sanctuaries, 
told by the attendant priests to the faithful in order to explain 
how it was that the presence of a numen'^had originally been 

E 2 


% 


58 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

identified. Thus a divine revelation given to Abraham was held 
responsible for the sanctuaries at Shechem,^ Bethel,^ MamrCjJ 
Beer-sheba,+ and perhaps Moriah.s The best known of all these 
stories is, of course, the narrative of Jacob at Bethel, and it is 
noticeable that it was current both in the north and in the south, 
though the two forms differed slightly from one another. But in 
considering these we have always to be alive to one possibility. 
It is beyond doubt that some of the Israelite sanctuaries had 
previously been centres of Clnaanite worship, and the stories 
in themselves may thus be more ancient than the Israelite form 
of them. They may have contained other names, changed to 
those of the patriarchs after the supremacy of Israel had been 
weU established in the land.® This certainly seems to be true of 
Shechem, and also of Jerusalem, if we are to place Moriah on 
the later Temple hill — a very doubtful identification. In no case 
can we feel confident that we have here a reliable tradition re- 
garding the movements and actions of the patriarchs themselves. 

It may also be observed tliat the names of some of the patri- 
archs — though not of all — appear outside Israel as those of gods. 
The place-names Jacob-el and Joseph-el mentioned in an in- 
scription of Tutmose III indicate that there were deities bearing 
two of these names.7 Gad is a well-known Mesopotamian god, 
and was worshipped even on Mount Hermon.® Asher is quite pos- 
sibly a variant pronunciation of the divine name Ashur, and a 
god Laban is known firom Cappadocia.® We have, however, 
no patriarchal story which at all resembles a myth, and, on the 

* Gen. xii. 6 ; see Driver, Book of Genesis ^ p. 146 [istli cd., 1926]. 

^ This apparently is the original intention of the notice in Gen. xii. 8, but since 
the sanctuary was also attributed to Jacob, about whom a longer story was current, 
the locality of Abraham’s altar had to be shifted slightly eastwards, 

^ Gen. xiii. 18, and perhaps also ch. xviii. Gen. xxi. 25-33. 

^ Gen. xxii. The site intended seems to be very uncertain. For a discussion of the 
point sec Skinner, Genesis {ICC,}, pp. 328 f., and Gunkcl, Genesis (HIC.), pp. 240 f. 

^ It is a curious fact that unless we count Gen. xlix. 10, which does not suggest 
a thcophany, even if the text be correct, the patriarchal narratives have no men- 
tion of Shiloh, the one great Israelite sanctuary of which wc can say with certainty 
that it had no Canaanitc predecessor. 

^ Cp, below, pp. 90 « Cp. also Isa, kv. ii, 

I am indebted to A-Ir, G, R. Driver for the following note: * Laban occurs as a 
divine name as a component clement in the ‘‘Cappadocian” (e, 2000-2500 b.g.) 
proper name Gimil-Laban « “mercy of Laban” like Gimii-IIiar, GmtLAItir^ Gimih 
Dagan, and so on (Stephens, Personal Mames of Capfadocia^ 66), where SU is the ideo- 
gram for Gimilltm, It - was foreshadowed from a glossary in Wincldcr-Zimmern, 
KATA 363.’ In the absence of other conjectures wc may guess that Laban was a 
form of the Moon-god 
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whole, the best explanation of the facts may be that they repre- 
sent a stage in Hebrew religion when the objects of worship were 
the eponymous ancestors of the tribes which bore these names. 

It will also be necessary to allow for the possibility that some 
of the stories were originally pure inventions — to put the matter 
plainly, short novels. It is, perhaps, only in the narratives which 
describe the fortunes of Joseph that we are tempted to such an 
explanation of the facts, but here we certainly have familiar 
tales from Egypt which present parallels to some, at least, of the 
events recorded in the life of this patriarch. The best known is 
the tale of the Two Brothers,^ where we have a story not unlike 
that of Joseph and Potiphar’s wife. 

It will be obvious that narratives which originate as we may 
guess these to have done will have comparatively little value for 
the historian. There is, however, the second class, from which 
we may expect to be able to extract a residuum of historical fact, 
though even here we may feel that our conjectures are dubious. 
There are passages in which it seems that the names indicate, not 
so much individuals as personified tribes. This habit of speaking 
of a tribe by the name of its eponymous ancestor is common 
among Semitic peoples, and we have one very obvious and 
familiar illustration in the use of the name Israel, not for the 
individual elsewhere designated Jacob, but for the nation which 
claimed descent from him. While, then, we should probably 
fall into serious error if we denied the historicity of the patriarchs 
themselves, we must always allow for the possibility that the 
narratives concerning them are really traditional accounts of 
the relations of the tribes to one another and to other peoples. 
Thus we shall not be far wrong if we interpret the covenant 
between Jacob and Laban^ as an early treaty between Israelites 
and Syrians, delimiting the border to the north of Gilead. 
Similarly the treacherous assault on Shechem^ is far more likely 
to have been the work of the combined tribes of Simeon and 
Levi than an act perpetrated by two individuals. And we 
should, perhaps, see in some of the patriarchal marriages and 
genealogies an ancient account of the combinations and relations 
of various tribes.^ It may be that this principle can be pressed 

^ Cp. Seka Papyri from the British Museum, pU ii; Gressmann, ATAT,, pp. 69 ff. 

^ Gen. xm. 44-54. 3 xxxiv. 

+ This may be iilustrated parttelarly by the marriages of Isaac (Gen. xxiv) and 
Jacob (Gen. xxix. 15 ff., cp. alsoxxviii. i ff, (P)), which, perhaps, reBect the nomad 
tendency to endogamy. # ^ 
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too far, but it is certainly a factor for which we must allow in 
attempting to recover the meaning of IsraeFs traditions con- 
cerning her ancestors. 

There is, however, no suggestion that the first of the patri- 
archs, Abraham, ever represents a tribe, or, indeed, any other 
than himself— an individual person. He and the others are 
always depicted as leaders of shepherd clans ; their wealth con- 
sists in flocks of sheep and^goats. In Gen. xxvi. 12 Isaac is said 
to have sown corn profitably, but this need be no more than 
the occasional agriculture of the semi-nomad, temporarily 
settled in an arable district, and nowhere is there a hint that 
either he, his father, or his son, were anytliing but wanderers. 
The word in Deut. xxvi. 5, rendered in the A.V. heady to perish’ 
and above translated lost’,^ is one which might be used of a sheep 
or goat which had strayed from its fellows and was homeless. It 
is admirably suited to the nomad who had no permanent home, 
but moved from place to place as occasion and the supply of 
water and food should determine. 

We may take it for granted that the wandering Aramaean, 
though compelled to move over a fairly wide area,* often had 
some civic centre. Especially in districts which lay about a 
large town or city, he would assume a definite relation, com- 
mercial and political, with its people, and would probably 
be compelled to acknowledge its ruler as in some sense his own 
overlord. The nomad lived within reach of the city, and his 
safety and well-being were thus bound up with its prosperity, 
and for him to pass beyond the radius of the city’s influence was 
to journey into a strange land. 

The Hebrew tradition connects Abraham^ and his tribe with 
Ur, a city in the south of Mesopotamia, and at one time not 
far from the edge of the Persian Gulf. Later Israelites spoke of 
Abraham as having been called out of Ur of the Chaldees, but 
that is not the only form of the tradition. The earliest narra- 

* Heb. IlK. 

^ It is a little curious that, outside the Hexateuch, wc have iso mention of Abra- 
ham in any passage which we can safely assign to tlic pre-exilic period. Neverthe- 
less we cannot hold, with Wellhausen, that Abraham is a later importation into the 
tradition, for the earliest strata in the Hexateuch contain stories of which he is the 
hero, and Wellhausen would agree that these are older than any prophetic writings. 
We must assume the omission of his name elsewhere to be accidental. Isaac, Jacob, 
and Joseph are names found as early as Amos (tp. Am, vii. 16, vi 8, vi. 6, &c,, 
while Hosea uses ‘Ephraim* as parallel, if not as equivalent, to TsraeF, e.g. Hos, 
V. 
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tive^’lias no mention of the place from which Abram was called^ 
emphasizing only the fact that he had to leave his family and 
his kindred. The narrative of P, on the other hand, distinctly 
states that it was Terah, the father of Abram who led the migra- 
tion from Ur, and that he settled with his clan at Harran, in the 
north of the Fertile Crescent,^ This may be an ancient tradition, 
omitted by the compiler from the section he took from J, because 
it occurred also in his other document. Be that as it may, two 
facts seem to emerge, one that the tradition carried the family 
back to Ur, and the other that it was Abraham who headed the 
latter part of the migration, and ultimately reached the borders 
of Palestine. 

We have no information as to the reasons why the tribe 
migrated from Ur in the first instance; the further movement 
from Harran, on the other hand, is ascribed directly to a divine 
command. But we know from Mesopotamian sources that 
towards the end of the second millennium great changes were 
taking place in Chaldaea. The old order, in which the Sumerian 
cities, Ur, Isin, Lagash, had taken the lead, was definitely pass- 
ing away. * Somewhere about the year 2350 b.g. Ur was over- 
thrown by an Elamite invasion, and though it was not finally 
destroyed, its political importance came to an end. We may 
conjecture that the same invasion threatened the wandering 
tribes whose centre was Ur, and that they felt it advisable to 
seek new pasture in less troubled lands. 3 
The statement in Gen. xi. 32 that Terah, the leader of the first 
migration, died in Harran, evidently implies an extended resi- 
dence in that district, in the view of the priestly writer. In all 
forms of the tradition Abraham is represented as leading the 
next great movement, in company with Lot, the ancestor of 
the kindred tribes of Moab and Ammon. Nahor, from whom the 
Syrians of the Damascus district are to spring, remains behind, 
though the narratives assume that there was a later migration 
westward by these people also. 

The story of Abraham in Canaan is clearly produced by a 
compilation of narratives derived from various local traditions. 
There were, as we have already seen, sanctuaries in the land 
which claimed him as their founder, and it was assumed that he 
made a regular progress through the country, making a stay at 

^ Gen. xi. 28-30, xii. 1-3. Note that in these passages the form Abram k used. 
Cp. also the Shishak stele; Breasted, HE.^ p, 363. 

® Gen. xi. 31. 3 Cp. L. W. King, SA,, p. 304 [1923]. 
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each of these in turn, Palestine at this time, i.e. probably at the 
end of the third or th^ beginning of the second miliennium, seems 
to have developed that civic life which is so prominent a 
feature in the correspondence of seven centuries later, though 
we may conjecture that the cities were fewer and the population 
more sparse than in the Tell-el-Amarna period. At the same 
time there is no impossibility in the suggestion that a pastoral 
tribe should find sustenance and be able to move with some 
freedom, since large tracts oficountry were suited only to the 
shepherd.^ We have thus a station beside the Oracle Terebinth 
near Shechem,^ another twenty miles farther south, between 
Bethel and Ai,3 and there is a third by the terebinth of Mamie 
near Hebron.^ 

In Gen. xiv. we have a passage which is unique in the patri- 
archal narratives. It contains two stories, one of which brings 
Abraham into conflict with a coalition of Mesopotamian Idngs, 
while the other tells of his \isit to ‘Salem’, i.e. probably Jeru- 
salem, s and of his relations with Melcliizedek, king of that city. 
The latter of the two is inserted in the middle of the former, and, 
though they may originally have been independent, they were 
intended by the actual writer to form a continuous narrative. 
Critically, the chapter cannot be assigned to any of the other 
recognized sources, and it has certain marks of lateness. But 
this does not prevent us from supposing that it contains a very 
early tradition, though what we know at present of Mesopotamia 
at the end of the third millennium b.g. suggests that there has 
been a good deal of confusion. The names of the four kings are 
generally interpreted as follows. Chedorlaomer is a Hebraised 
form of the Elamite Kudur-Lagamar, though no reference to an 
actual king of this name has yet been discovered. Amraphel 
may be Hammurabi, Arioch closely resembles Eri-aku, the 
Sumerian form of the name of Arad-Sin, a king of Larsa who 
lived not long before Hammurabi, while Tidal is probably the 
same word as Tudhula, though no king of tliis name is yet 

* Palestine in the early patriarchal period is sometimes described as a well- 
populated country. For this we have little evidence, since our earliest full details come 
from the fourteenth century, and even then tliere is opportunity for the wilderness 
peoples to enter the land and make their home in it. The Sinuhe story suggests 
a much wilder country, and a lower level of culture. Cp. Stade, G’PT., p. 139 

* Gen. xii. 6. ^ Gem xii. 8. ^ Gen. xiii. 18, 

s Cp. Driver, Book of Gemsis, p. 164 (12th cd., 1926); Skinner, Cinesis 
1910), p. 268. * 
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known. ^ A western expedition by a Mesopotamian coalition 
which included Hammurabi is by no means impossible^ though 
v/e have no evidence of an attack on south-eastern Palestine 
from Babylonian sources of this period. But we do know enough 
to make it clear that in details the narrative is untrustworthy,^ 
Further^the picture of Abraham as a bold and successful warrior 
is not quite consistent with the usual presentation of the patri- 
archs as peaceful shepherds.^ We can say only that the narra- 
tive may have a substratum of historic fact, though it is no longer 
possible to recover the actual events in detail. More interesting 
still is the tradition which carries Abraham down to Egypt, ^ 
and thus begins the long association of Israel with that country. 
One form of his story also locates him at Gerar,^ and the founda- 
tion of Beer-sheba is ascribed to him.^ It is possible, though by 
no means certain, that the story of Gen. xxii. is intended to bring 
Abraham into connexion with Jerusalem.^ Generally speaking, 
however, it is Hebron with which he is most closely associated. 

Isaac, on the other hand, has little said of him, and most of 
what is said is more or less a repetition of stories which have 
already appeared in the life of Abraham. All, however, centre 
round Beer-sheba and Gerar.^ Here we have the same attempt 
to deceive Abimelech (the king of Gerar has the same name in 
both narratives) ^ and the same strife over the wells which have 
already been described of his father, though in different terms. 
We may, in fact, say that there is one item only in the life of 
Isaac proper which shows independence of the Abraham narra- 
tives, and that is the mention of his having some success in 
agriculture, Gen. xxvi. 12. 

The story of his marriage, however, is significant, though, as 

* Bohl {ZAW, 42 (1924), pp. 14811. suggests Tud’alia, a Hittitc king of the 
seventeenth century b.g. 

® The question has been studied by all recent commentators on Genesis, the 
fullest and most elaborate discussion being that of Skinner, Genesis (/CC), pp. 255- 
76, csp. 27811. 

^ ^ Of course, shepherd peoples arc not necessarily peaceful. But Israelite tradi- 
tion did normally represent its ancestors as being unwarlike, cp. the contrast 
between Jacob and Esau in Gen. xxxiii. 

* Gen. xii. 10 if. 5 {Jen. xxi. * Gen. xxi. 22—33. 

^ For a discussion of the various theories as to the location of the ''land of Moriah*, 

see Skinner, pp, 328 f. [1912]. « Gen. xxvi. 6. 

® For the relation between the three stories in w’^hich a patriarch lies about his 
wife to ensure his safety, cp, Wellhausen, HL (E.T.), p, 320 n.; Skinner, Genesis ^ 
pp. 364 £; Procksch, Die Genesis, pp. 94, 150, 297 [1913]; Gunkcl, Genesis, pp. 225 f. 
[1910]; Eissfeldt, Hexaieuch Synapse, pp. gif., 89 [?922]. ^ Gea. xxiv. 
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it now appears, it is rather included in the life of Abraham. We 
may have in it a reflection of a later feeling against the pre- 
Israelite inhabitants of Palestine, or, more probably, we have a 
genuine tradition, cast in the form of a personal narrative, of 
a fresh racial movement. Abraham will not allow his son to 
marry any of their neighbours, ^ a,nd insists on his taking a wife 
from among his own kindred. Accordingly Rebecca is brought 
from ‘Aram Naharaim’. This is apparently on the upper waters 
of the Euphrates, and the ‘city of Nahor’, which is unnamed in 
the narrative, is probably intended to be Harran.^ Does not 
this point to a fresh migration from the locality at which the 
clan had divided, a smaller' group foilo%ving in the footsteps of 
the company led by Abraham, and uniting with the larger in 
the south of Palestine? 

In the narratives of the children of Isaac it seems to bq clear 
that the tribal motif has, become much stronger, and, though the 
stories have grown to be extraordinarily vivid pictures of indi- 
vidual nomad life, the events which they describe are rather to 
be interpreted for the most part as affecting whole clans and not 
merely isolated persons. Thus, at the outset we have the contrast 
between Jacob and Esau .3 The one is a ‘civilized’ man, living 
in a tent, which is the proper dwelling for the good nomad, the 
other is a ‘wild man’, a hunter, with not even the tent for a 
home. Esau does not understand the cookery of the higher 
levels: a dish of lentils is to him simply ‘that red stuff’. The 
contrast is between the two cultural orders, that of the food- 
gatherer and that of the food-producer. The narratives of the 
sale of the birthright (Gen. xxv. 29-34) fhe stolen blessing 
(Gen. xxvii .)4 are intended to describe the gradual growth of 

^ Professor H. J. Fleurc suggests that the story of Isaac and Rebecca is evidence 
‘of the endogamous tendencies which are fairly widespread among nomads and 
pastoralists generally’. 

^ The name Naharaim is clearly identical with the Eg>*ptian Naharin — Nahrima 
in the Tell-el-Amarna tablets — and is to be located, not in Mesopotamia proper, 
but on the Euphrates itseE Cp. Ed. Meyer’s identification, GA, i, jz*, §§ 334, 463, 
and Skinner’s additional note in Gemsis^ p, 342. For the identification with Harran 
cp. Gen. xxviL 43, xxviii. 10, xxix. 4. Skinner’s suggestion that ninj ‘is probably 
an Elohistic variant to *Aram Jsfaharaim, in which case a much less distant locality 
may be referred to’ is beside the point, since, wherever the city is, it must be that 
which Israelite tradition regarded as 'the proper home of the. Ariimaean group from 
which Abraham himseE had sprung. 

3 Gp. esp. Gen. xxv. 27. ^ 

^ Thk latter was evidently a favourite theme with Israelite stoiy^-tellers; it 
appears in both the anciefit tradifions, J and E, with slight variations. 
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Israel as compared with Edom. The latter was the older as an 
organized and settled state/ but was subdued by David, and 
from his time onwards, down to the fall of Jerusalem in 586 b.g., 
was always liable to hold a subordinate position. Israel was 
thus the younger and the stronger of the two peoples. 

We are probably justified in assuming that a similar interpre- 
tation is to be placed on the story of Jacob’s domestic life. We 
need not question the historicity of Jacob himself. The twelve 
(thirteen?) patriarchs are more doubtful; some may have been 
gods, some totem animals, some human ancestors, but it may be 
doubted whether any of the latter were actually Jacob’s sons. 
It would seem that the later Israel was formed by the federation 
of several groups of clans. There is a suggestion of a primitive 
totemism in the names of the two chief ‘mothers’, for Leah seems 
to mean a ‘wild cow’, while Rachel certainly signifies ‘ewe’. In 
that case the names of the sons will be those of the subordinate 
clans united under the same totem, while the sons of the slaves, 
Bilhah and Zilpah, will represent tribes which occupied a lower 
standing in the eyes of their fellow-Israelites.^ It is, of course, 
clear that this interpretation is by no means dependent on the 
totemistic view, and that it is equally valid (or invalid) what- 
ever be the original motive for the giving of the names. We may 
go further, and say that the order in which the children are born 
indicates the ancient view of the way in which the individual 
groups came gradually into existence. 

From this fluid tradition we may, then, venture to crystallize 
out a residuum, if not of actual history, at least of the view of 
history commonly held in the Israel of the eleventh century. 

^ Cp. Gen. xxxvi. 31, and the tradition which made Israel ask for a passage 
through the settled Edomite territory, Num. xx. 14--21, xxi. 4, Deut. ii. 2-8. 

^ The totemistic view is championed by Robertson Smith, Kinship and Marriage 
in Early Arabia, pp. 218 ff. [1903], Journal of Philology, ix. 80, 96, who adds the name 
of Reuben as that of a hybrid between wolf and hyena; Stade, GVL i. 152, 408. 
Noldekc, Z^MG, xL 165 ff., while not denying the possibility of totemism, doubts 
whether it is to be found here, and the view is contested by Haupt, Machrichten der 
kon. GeselL zu Gottingen, 1883, pp. 100 ff., and by Ed. Meyer, IN., pp. 308 ff. Meyer 
believes that these animal-names were given in ancient Israel cither in mockery 
or as titles of honour to individuals, which were then handed on to their descen- 
dants, the original purpose of the names being forgotten, and he quotes parallels 
from Arabia. It may also be suggested that animal names were sometimes given 
in order to deceive the demons who watch over the birth of a child with hostile 
intent. This is certainly the explanation of some of the contemptuous names 
(‘Three-cowry’, &c.) found in modern India. See further G. B. Gray, Hebrew 
Proj&tfr Warner, pp. ioi ff., 253 ff. (1896). • 
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The future Israel consists of four groups of clans^ recognizing a 
{^ommon blood among themselves^ but still standing apart one 
from another. Six of the names are attached to one group and 
two to another, while to each of the two more important there 
is attached a smaller and more insignificant pair of associated 
clans. The first group is that which bound itself together, though 
very loosely, under the name of Leah. It included origin- 
ally only four of the independent tribes, Reuben, Simeon, Levi, 
and Judah, ^ but at a later period two more were added, Zebulun 
and Naphtali, and, finally, it absorbed the subordinate tribes of 
Gad and Asher. At the outset Reuben is the most prominent, 
but a too hasty grasp at the privileges of supreme power led to 
its decadence, and, ultimately, to its disappearance. The next 
two are characterized by extreme and brutal cruelty, illustrated 
in history by the sack of Shechem.^ They too vanish, and the 
headship of the group is left with Judah. The affiliations of the 
other four arc obviously much later, and may equally well be 
fictitious. In the Rachel group the headship from the first is 
with Joseph, which later divides into two,^ Ephraim and 
Manasseh, but eventually the tribe of Benjamin attains to a 
position of authority, tliough it is not permanently a leader 
in Israel. 

This reconstruction is, in the main, borne out by what we 
know of the history of the tribes from references outside the 
Pentateuch. Reuben is last mentioned in the Song of Deborah, 
and, though its original territory is placed between Gad and 
Moab, yet in the ninth century^ there is no interval between 
Gad and Moab; the veryname of Reuben has disappeared. The 
original tribe of Levi vanished at a very date, though the 
name was preserved in that of the professional priests, who de- 
velopedinto ahereditary ecclesiastical body and ultimately ranked 

^ As wc shall have occasion to observe later (cp. pp, 1 34 f., 169 f.), this can hardly 
be the earliest form of the national tradition, since we arc led to suspect that there was 
a time when the name ‘Judah’ did not apply to any stetion of tiic stock recognized 
as Aramaean, but rather to one clement in the peoples who were found in Canaan 
by these nomad invaders. Possibly ‘Judah* is the latest insertion of all into the list. 

Cp. Gen. xlix. 5-7. Perhaps the attack on Shcchem described in Gen. xxxiv is 
a piece of later history thrown back into the patriarchal age, and modified like the ' 
other primitive histories. For a full discussion sec Skinner, Genesis^ pp. 421 f. 

^ This is a reversal of the process observable elsewhere, but it seems to be the 
actual fact. In Gen. xlix. the tribe of Joseph is one, while in the somewhat later 
Blessing of Moses, Dcut. xxxiii, though there much similarity between the two 
passages, the two names Ephraim and Manasseh appear in the last linc*-^possibly 
as an afterthought or an sjppcndk. ^ Inscription of Mesha. 
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as a tribe, perhaps through its similarity to one of the Semitic 
words for Spriest’ J Of the tribe of Simeon %ve hear for the last 
time in Judges i. 3 , where it combines with Judah in an invasion 
of southern Palestine.^ Clearly the attempt failed, and Simeon 
was destroyed or dispersed, Judah, if wc may judge from Gen, 
xxxviii, was settled in Palestine long before the main conquest 
of the land, and may have been originally Canaanite rather than 
Aramaean in blood. For this or for some other reason, it stood 
apart from the more northerly tribes, and took no leading 
position till the time of David, 3 when it became the dominant 
element in all Israel. 

In the early days the most influential group was certainly 
that of Joseph. To it Joshua belonged, and it must have taken the 
lead in the conquest of central Palestine, while the first attempts 
at the establishment of a monarchy arc to be seen in Gideon and 
Abimelech who belong to that group. Its claim to permanent 
headship is illustrated by its quarrel with Jephthah,"^ which led 
to a disaster that may have reduced the tribe temporarily to the 
second rank. Benjamin comes into prominence only with Saul, 
and during his reign holds the premier position, though it fails 
to maintain its power. We thus conclude that the patriarchal 
narratives reached their final form not earlier than the eleventh 
century, and, possibly, as late as the tenth, when, in the early 
monarchy, the tribes had fallen into their respective positions. 

Such a reconstruction is admittedly conjectural, s and can 
claim no more than probability. As wc have had occasion to 
remark, there are points which remain unexplained, and un- 
certainties which, as far as we can tell, may never be dissipated. 
But the basis on which it rests, the conception that many of the 
narratives are to be interpreted as tribal tradition rather than 
as personal biography, is a plausible hypothesis, and fits in with 

^ The Minaean lawiya. For a full discussion cp. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testa-^ 
merit j pp. 24.2 fF, (1925). 

^ This tradition is somewhat difiicult to reconcile with the view that Simeon 
and Levi were central Palestinian tribes which perished as a result of their aggres- 
sions in the Shechem district. Clearly wc have two entirely independent lines, and 
the fact that they diverge so far tends to show how early was the disappearance of 
Simeon and how uncertain was its fate, a Chron. xv, 9 and xxxiv. 6 imply a tradi- 
tion of Simeon in central Palestine. See also p. 1 19 f. 

^ The early heroes of the south are not strictly judahites at a!!, but Kenites, 
Kenizzites, Calebitcs, or pcrhaps*even Jcrachmeelites. Sec below, esp. pp. 120, 
I34f., 169 f. Gf. also I Chron, h. i8if., 42 fF. and iv, 13, where Caleb and Kenaz 
seem to be artificially imported into the genealogy. \ ** Jud. xii. 1-6. 

^ See Skinner, Genesis^ pp. 44.0 ff. 
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could not be expected to be familiar with the details of Egyptian 
history. But we may be fairly certain that the words cover the 
great change in Egyptian politics which took place with the 
expulsion of the Hyksos and the establishment of the eighteenth 
dynasty by Ahmose. The impression made by the Asiatic rulers 
on their subjects was so terrible that the very name of Asiatic 
became abhorrent, and, though the phrase is an anachronism 
in' Gen. xlvi. 34, it became true that ‘every shepherd was an 
abomination unto the Egyptians’. These nomads, then, who 
(unless we are to identify the expulsion of the Hyksos with the 
Exodus remained on the borders of were looked upon 

as natural enemies and almost savages. 

There is no reason to suppose that the bondage of Israel in 
Egypt involved the whole people, or even a large proportion of 
those whose pasture-lands were in the border-countrY. We 
know that from very early times slave-labour was recruited by 
raids into Semitic territory, and we must suppose that tlie kings 
of the eighteenth dynasty continued the policy.^ Our accep- 
tance of the tradition preseiv^ed in Exod. i. 1 1, which states that 
the Israelites were employed in the construction of tlie treasure 
cities of Ramses and Pithom, must depend on the date we assign 
to the Exodus, and will be discussed later. It is enough to re- 
mark here that there is archaeological evidence for tlie view that 
Asiatics, and indeed Semites, were employed on the buildings 
at Pithom and Ramses, but it does not necessarily follow that 
these were Israelites, and, as a matter of fact, opinion is steadily 
tending in the direction of a belief tliat the Exodus took place 
long before the accession of Ramses II, the founder of tliese 
cities. The absence of any exact definition of the Eg)?ptian 
kings in the narratives of the Pentateuch makes it impossible to 
date events with any certainty, but, when all the facts are taken 
into account, it seems probable that the mention of these places 
is due to a comparatively late scribe or author, who knew some- 
thing of Egyptian conditions, but not enough to make, him: 
accurate in his historical references. 

^ See below, pp. 71 ff. 

* For an early raid on a Semitic village cp. the muira! decoration In the Tomb 
of Inti (fifth dynasty, c. 3600), Flinders Petrie, Deskdskek^ pL iv. 


BOOK 11 

THE BIRTH AND GROWTH OF 
THE NATION 




INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

I SRAEL came into existence with Moses, Hut she was far from 
reaching her full stature when she entered Canaan. It is with 
the exodus that her history begins, but we can regard this only 
as the commencement of a process which was not complete 
until the establishment of the monarchy. We must therefore 
traccj not merely the passage from Egypt to Palestine, but also 
the conquest and the gradual process by which the Israelite 
tribes settled down and found their final position in the land. 
This was necessarily a work of centuries, and was probably in 
most of its stages accomplished but slowly. 

Our main source continues to be the narrative of the Hexateuch, 
to which the book of Judges and the first few chapters of i Samuel must 
now be added. In the main these present us with the same features 
that the critic observes in Genesis, Leaving aside the vexed question 
as to whether J and E are continued into Judges nnd Samuel, we find 
that the more important events (at least down to the conquest) have 
the double attestation of both the older sources, though with occa- 
sional variation in details. In the book of Judges it sometimes appears 
that a narrative is composite,^ though we suspect in some instances 
that two accounts originally referring to different events have been 
interwoven to form a single narrative. An obvious illustration occurs 
in the story of Gideon. Similarly in the narratives of i Sam. i~vii we 
are clearly following several lines of tradition, originally independent, 
which leave us in some doubt as to the original Hebrew view of the 
details. But, generally speaking, as we pass down the stream of 
tradition, its course becomes clearer, and we feel more confidence in 
relying on details. 

In this period we are able to add one authority from outside Israel 
which is of the first importance. This is the correspondence of the 
court of Amenhotep III and Ikhnaton, which we commonly call the 
Tell-el-Amarna tablets. The extent to which we regard these as direct 
evidence for the history of the Israelite conquest necessarily depends 
on the date to which we assign the entry into Canaan, but even if the 
evidence be not direct, it throws invaluable light alike on the condi- 
tions of the period in general and on the way in which the wilder- 
ness tribes constantly pressed into the land. 

^ For the most recent and thorough analysis see Eissfeldt, Die Quettendes Richter- 
buches[i^%^1. 


Chapter V 
THE EXODUS 

SUMMARY 

[The national life of Israel begins with the Exodus, and, after a short 
summary of the Biblical narrative of Israel’s escape from Egypt, the 
date of the event is discussed. Various theories are propounded, and 
the available evidence reviewed, the general conclusion reached 
being that, though there can be' no certainty on the point, the main 
exodus of Israel from Egypt is to be placed comparatively early in 
the eighteenth dynasty (r. 1600-1350 b,g.). 

The personality of Moses is tlien discussed. He was clearly an 
Israelite with some Egyptian affiliations, and, while the story of his 
early days has parallels in the folk-lore of many nations, there is no 
reason to doubt his historicity. He was also, during a period of exile 
from Egypt, brought into contact with a Deity named Yaffiveh, whose 
home lay in the wilderness to the south of Palestine, from whom he 
received a commission to deliver Israel — or such Israelites as were in 
slavery. The plagues which preceded the escape are practically all 
natural events; the miraculous element in the story is due to their 
coincidence at a point so critical for the Israelites. An analysis of 
the text shows that the earliest form of the narrative gives a simple 
and consistent account of the crossing of the Red Sea, wffiich was 
facilitated by exceptionally high winds. To the fact that the 
Mediterranean, the sea with which the Israelites were most familiar, 
was practically tideless, we owe tlie impression of miracle which 
these events produced on later generations.] 

I SRAELITE tradition universally connected the Exodus with 
the work of Moses. It told of the oppression of the Pharaoh 
(whose name is not given, though he clearly belonged to another 
dynasty than that which welcomed the Plebrew immigrants), 
and of the attempt to exterminate Israel by the slaughter of all 
the male children. The two policies seem to be hardly con- 
sistent,^ for no king would wish to extinguish Ms supply of 
forced labour, and we may suppose that the destruction of the 
children is a misinterpretation of a custom by wffiich human 
sacrifices were offered to the river god or to the crocodile god. 
In any case, through the care of his mother, Moses escaped this 
fate, and . was fortunate enough to be adopted by a daughter of 
Pharaoh— again unnamed. He was brought up in the royal 

,, Probably two narratives arc interwoven in Exod. i, see E. Meyer, ilY, pp. 41 AT. 
(1906). 
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court, but did not forget ' his ancestry, and, at the age of forty, 
rescued one of the Hebrews who was being ill-treated by aji 
Egyptian. Like Sinuhe, centuries earlier, he was forced to flee, 
and took refuge with a Midianite priest whose name is variously 
given as Jethro, Reuel, and, possibly, Hobab. The story of his 
introduction to his new protector strongly recalls that of the 
meeting between Rachel and Jacob, and the two may have been 
accommodated one to another. Mdses marries Zipporah, one 
of the priest’s daughters, and foy another forty years lives the 
life of a shepherd. At length, as he leads his sheep ‘to the back 
of the mountain’, he receives a divine revelation in a bush that 
burns with fire, but is not consumed. 

There is possibly some variation in the details of the traditions 
which we have traced up to this point, but the main outline is 
clear; the different stories are supplementary rather than con- 
tradictory. They continue to tell us that in the name of the God 
who thus speaks to him (in two forms of the tradition that name 
is as yet unknown to any Hebrew), Moses is bidden to return to 
Egypt and demand the release of the Israelites now held in 
serfdom. He is given power to work miracles which shall con- 
vince the king of the authority that lies behind him. The 
pretext named is that Israel must go three days’ journey into 
the wilderness,^ i.e. presumably to the site of the theophany, 
and there sacrifice to the God whose name is now revealed as 
Yahweh. Moses carries out his instructions, Pharaoh refuses to 
let Israel go, and he and his people suffer from a series of divinely 
sent plagues. These in themselves (except, possibly, the last) 
are natural events, but their violence and coincidence show them 
to have been the work of Yahweh. Finally, since the appointed 
time has arrived, and the people have not been suffered to visit 
the home of Yahweh in the wilderness, they make such prepara- 
tion as they can in Egypt, and Yahweh comes to them, destroy- 
ing the firstborn in every house which has not protected itself 
by the due ritual of the festal sacrifice. 

In these circumstances the Israelites make good their escape. 
But they are followed by an Egyptian army, and when their 
course has led them to the Red Sea they are helpless. But a 
strong wind dries a path for them and they cross in safety. The 
Egyptians attempt to follow, but the wind changes, and the water 
comes in under the sand and makes it a quicksand which clogs 

* Exod. viii. # 
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the wheels of the chariots, the pursuers attempt to escape, but 
they are caught and drowned by the returning waves. A song 
of triumph is sung by Israel over the bodies washed up on the 
shore. I 

It is quite impossible to deny either the fact of the Exodus or 
the historicity of Moses. An event which stamped itself so 
deeply on the consciousness of the people as to control all its 
later thinking, to ratify its' religion, and to dictate its theory of 
history, can by no possibility' have been a mere invention. It 
is quite true tliat, in all probability, we have no reference to 
this occurrence in Egyptian records, but it is easy to understand 
why it should have been overlooked. It was to Egypt a trifling 
affair, and the ancient world, like the modem, preferred to 
dwell on big things. Moreover, it was not a great success for 
the Egyptian power, and the historians of that country seldom 
recorded facts on their monuments unless they could be turned 
to the honour of the king and of the people. And even so, our 
knowledge of Eg)q)tian history is not so complete that we can 
venture to state dogmatically that an incident was never re- 
corded simply because we have not discovered the narrative. It 
is not too much to say that without this deliverance, apparently 
so miraculous, there never would have been an Israel at all.^ 
A like remark may be made of the personality of Moses. The 
work which he accomplished in the formation of Israel as a 
people was such as to demand the power of a single genius, not 

^ The account here followed is that of E. P’s narrativCj iiiter\¥ovcn with it, 
speaks of walls of water standing up on either side, a presentation which is quite 
inconsistent with that of the earlier tradition. Gressmann (Moses pp. io8 ff.) sup- 
poses that the escape of the Israelites was facilitated by volcanic action. Placing 
the scene of the crossing near the head of tlie Gulf of Akaba, he suggests that a 
mountain in eruption was visible from the far side, i.c. from the western shore. As 
so often happens in severe earthquakes on a coast, tiie sea first receded from its 
normal bed and then returned with extraordinary violence. The Israelites thus 
connected this phenomenon with the God who dwelt in the volcano, and recog- 
nized that it was He who had brought them safely out of tlieir difficulties. This is a 
brilliant and not impossible explanation. But Gressmann’s view is not decisive 
in other respects. To associate the earthquake with the eruption requires some 
degree of scientific knowledge, and ascribes to primitive Israel a rather high 
standard of intellectual attainment. The narrative (at least in the earlier tradition) 
is quite simple and straightforward. It is possible that the tide which, tliough not 
high at Suez, still appears, played its part with the wind. 

® For a fresh discussion of this tradition and its place in the thought of Israel see 
Kurt Galling, Die Erwdhlmgstraditionen Israels (1928). Galling contends that it was 
in northern Israel in particular that this tradition was most strongly maintained, 
thereby lending strength to the theory tliat the Exodus concerned primarily the 
Joseph tribes. c •' 
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merely brilliant in conception/ but also endowed with a com- 
pelling personality. Once only in later history has an achieve- 
ment of similar magnitude been accomplished in the Semitic 
world, and that was the union and organization of the Arab 
tribes by Mohammed. If we had no account of Moses at all, it 
would have been necessary to assume the existence of a person 
such as he is said to have been. 

This assurance, however, still leaves us with a number of 
problems which ask for some attempt at solution. What was 
the date of the Exodus? How far can we accept the details as 
they have been handed down to us in the Old Testament? These 
details concern both the life of Moses and the record of the 
events, and we shall need to examine with some care the state- 
ments regarding the incidents of the Israelite escape and the 
Egyptian disaster. 

The* actual date of the Exodus, and even the identification 
of an approximate period, may never be certainly attained.^ 
Direct evidence is almost entirely lacking, whether from Egypt 
or from Israel, and we shall have to be satisfied with conjecture 
based on other data. Such a conjecture was made in ancient 
times by Josephus, who identified the escape of the Hebrews 
with the expulsion of the Hyksos. He quotes verbatim from the 
account given by the Egyptian historian Manetho, who was 
naturally hostile to the Asiatics, and would therefore give a 
very different colour to the story from that which we find in the 
Old Testament.^ The theory has found some support in our 
own day, 3 but it cannot be accepted without discarding the 
whole tenor and purport of the Biblical narrative. The essence 
of the Hebrew tradition lies in the reluctance of the Egyptian 
king to let his slaves go free. The oppression is a feature of the 
story which is fundamental to the meaning of the whole. Apart 
from it the deliverance could never have made upon later 
Israel the impression which it actually did make, and we can 
hardly imagine a people inventing a narrative which traced 
its own origin back to a period of slavery. It is inconceivable 

® The best modem discussion of the subject is to be found in J. W. Jack, The Date 
of the Exodus [1925]. For a shorter, but yet both acute and cautious statement of 
the problems involved, cp. Feet, Egypt and the Old Testament, ch. v,pp, 105-45 [^922]* 

* Contra Apionem, i. 26 if. Manetho seem^ to have blundered sometimes, e.g. in 
making the king who expelled the Hyksos Amenhotep, the father of Ramses. 

3 Gp. Hall, pp. 213, 408 n. ‘Montet’s vindication of the old equation 

Avaris = Zoan ** Ramesscs goes far to corroborate this view.’ (A. H, Gardiner, 
privately communicated.) • # 


72 HISTORY OF ISRAEL ■ 

that an event which played so large a part in forming the 
national consciousness should have been so twisted by tradition 
as to present an appearance almost exactly the opposite of the real 
facts. As we have seen, the Hyksos age is the most probable for 
the residence in Egypt, and the oppression is almost unintelli- 
gible unless it followed the expulsion of these Semitic rulers. 
Yahweh brought Israel out of Egypt, out of slavery, against the 
will of the Egyptian government of the time — ‘with a high hand^ 
— and it was this event which at once proved His power and 
impelled Israel to adopt Him as the national God. 

We must, then, regard the expulsion of the Hyksos (roughly 
c , 1600 B.G.) as the earliest date for the oppression, and our 
terminus a quo for the Exodus will be at least a generation later. 
That is to say, the first date we can consider will lie somewhere 
about the middle of the sixteentli century b.c. For a terminus ad 
quem^ we must rely on such data as are available for the conquest 
of Palestine, again remembering that we shall have to allow a 
space of at least a generation for the nomad period of Israel’s 
life. Indeed, the high place given in Israelite theory to the 
pastoral life^ suggests that the nation, or what was the ideal 
nucleus of the nation, spent a longer rather than a shorter time 
in the wilderness. It is clear that in order to discuss the Exodus 
at all, we must anticipate so far as to look also at the possible 
dates for the conquest of Palestine. 

As we have already seen, direct evidence of the Exodus from 
the Egyptian side is, up to the present, entirely lacking.^ There 
are, however, one or two references in the Old Testament itself 
which, taken together with certain Egyptian data, may bear on 
the question. We have in Exod xii. 40 the statement that the 
residence in Egypt lasted for 430 years.^ If the descent into 
Egypt is rightly placed in the Hyksos age, i.e. between 1800 and 
1600 B.G., this gives us roughly a time between the middle of the 
fourteenth century and the middle of the twelfth, while the 
acceptance of the LXX figure would throw the date back by 
a couple of centuries. Further, in i Kgs. vi. i it is said that the 

* Gp. pp. 47 fF. 

^ We can hardly take seriously the suggestion that a name MH§H found in 
inscriptions on Mount Sinai, dating from the reign of Queen Hatshepsut (c. 1500- 
1480 B.C.), really refers to Moses. Cp. Grimmc, AMiebraisch ImcM/ien wm Simi 
(1923), &c., and, for the opposite view, Gardiner (JEA. iii. 1-16), 

^ So the MT.; the UKX, includes in this period also the 'time spent, fey the patri- 
archs in Canaan before 'tilt' descent mto.Egypt, and gives 215 years to each part. 
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building of the Temple was begun 480 years after the Exodus. 
This would yield a date about the middle of the fifteenth 
century. Unfortunately figures of this kind in ancient traditions 
are seldom reliable^ and are very easily affected by textual 
corruption. The second of the two mentioned looks artificial, 
since it appears to represent a space of twelve generations, and 
may well have formed part of an ideal scheme of Israelite 
chronology. 

More significant is the statement in Exod. i. ii that the 
Hebrew captives built for Pharaoh store-cities whose names were 
Pithom and Ramses. The latter name strongly suggests a king 
of the nineteenth or twentieth dynasty, and it has generally 
been assumed that Ramses II is intended. This view has been 
confirmed by the discovery at Beth-shean of a stele of Ramses II, 
which mentions the building of a city bearing the king’s name, 
and suggests that Semitic labourers were employed in the work.^ 
When Naville identified the site of Pithom as a city in the Wadi 
Tumilat, built by Ramses II^ with the use of Semitic labourers, 
the question seemed settled, and many, if not most, modern 
writers on the history of Israel have accepted without further 
discussion Ramses II as the Pharaoh of the oppression and his 
son Merneptah as the Pharaoh of the Exodus. Further investi- 
gation, however, has tended to shake our belief in the accuracy 
of this view. The identification of the city in question has not 
passed unchallenged, ^ and it has been pointed out that Semitic 
labourers, even though they are described by a name philologi- 
cally equivalent to ‘Hebrew’, were not necessarily the ancestors 
of Israel. We must also beware of laying too much stress on our 
present text of Exod. i. 1 1. The names of the two cities are not 
necessary to the sense of the verse, and they may quite well have 
been inserted by an editor or copyist. It is clear that we owe a 
good many details in the life of Joseph and in the first chapters 
of Exodus to Israelite scholars who lived in the period of the 
Monarchy, and we can without serious risk of error attribute the 
mention of Pithom and Ramses here to such a student of Egyp tian 
affairs. While, in the absence of all other evidence, the data 
furnished by a comparison of this verse with known Egyptian 

^ Cp. TJie Museum Journal, Philadelphia, 1913, p. 245; Gardiner, x (1924), 

P* 93 i Gressmann, A TA T., p. 96, fig. 98, pi. xlii. 

^ The Store Citj of Pithom and the Route of the Exodus '■ 

^ Op. tspccidHyPtct, Egypt md the Old Testart^t,'p^,%^-^i, ' 


74 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

records might be allowed to form the basis for a conjecture, 

they cannot be permitted to bear the whole weight of a 

theory if there are serious considerations which point in other 

directions. 

We turn, then, to our terminus ad quern, the entry of Israel into 
Palestine. Here we have a number of data which may indirectly 
throw light on the problem. And we shall do well to consider 
first the periods wUch our knowledge of Egyptian history in 
general allows us to regard as possible. The history of Egypt, 
at least from the expulsion of the Hyksos onwards, presents us 
with a series of waves of prosperity, brilliant success alternating 
with times of deep depression. Each new dymasty, as it came to 
the throne, had fct to establish its own power, and was only 
then in a position to embark on a career of foreign conquest. 
Thus Tutmose III was the first to undertake a serious campaign 
in Palestine, with a view of adding the country to his dominions, 
and we have seen the importance of his work for an understand- 
ing of general history. But his successors could not permanently 
keep Palestine in full subjection, and after the death of Amen- 
hotep III the Egyptian power was so %veak that in the end only 
a few fortresses remained in the Pharaoh’s hands. The country 
was overrun by invaders from the east, and there seems to have 
been a real Hittite occupation, though the northern kingdom 
may not have claimed the country formally as its own. With 
the accession of the nineteenth dynasty we have a recovery, and 
Seti I, and still more Ramses II, reasserted the old dominion. 
But after the death of Memeptah, son of Ramses II, we find 
another period of weakness, due largely to the Philistine immi- 
grations. Though beaten back from the borders of Egypt by 
Ramses III, they made good their footing in the coastal plain, 
and the Zakkara (apparently an ‘Aegean’ people) south of 
Mount Carmel, and the Philistines proper still farther south, 
became the possessors of the maritime plain. 

Now it is obvious that the Israelite settlements could not have 
been made during the times of greatest Egyptian activity. It 
was only when their forces were withdrawn, and the government 
was too deeply concerned with domestic matters, or too seriously 
involved in other struggles to pay due attention to Palestine, 
that an immigration from the wilderness was practically possible. 
We are thus reduced to three periods, (a) from the expulsion of 
the Hyksos to the conquests of Tutmose III. roughly 1600 to 
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I48o"b.g.j (i) from the decline of the eighteenth dynasty to the 
time of Seti I and Ramses II, about 1380 to 1300 b.g., (c) the 
end of the nineteenth dynasty onwards, i.e. after c. 1200 b.g. 

We have a certain amount of evidence which may be derived 
from Egyptian inscriptions, referring either expressly by name to 
Israel or to movements which may be connected with their 
immigration into western Palestine. We may glance first at 
a stele of victory set up by Merneptah (r. 1200 b.g,). Here we 
have a poem in which the king speaks of his defeats of the 
Libyans who had attacked Egypt from the east, and goes on to 
describe the conquest of certain peoples in Palestine: 

The kings are overthrown, saying ‘Salami’ 

Not one holds up his head among the nine nations of the bow. 
Wasted is Tehenu, 

The Hittite land is pacified, 

Plundered is Canaan, with every evil. 

Carried off is Askalon, 

Seized upon is Gezer, 

Yenoam is made as a thing not existing. 

Israel is desolated, her seed is not, 

Palestine has become a (defenceless) widow for Egypt. 

All lands are united, they are pacified; 

Every one that is turbulent is bound by king Merneptah.^ 

The sites of Askalon and Gezer are familiar to us; Yenoam 
seems to have been not far from Damascus. The conclusion is 
irresistible that Israel too is to be regarded as a people already 
settled in the country, and, apparently, confined to a somewhat 
circumscribed district, probably in the centre of the land. 
It is, of course, open to us to believe that a people called Israel 
had long been settled in Palestine, and that the fugitive 
Hebrews on their arrival coalesced with them, adopting their 
name and identifying their eponymous ancestor with Jacob, but 
this appears to be an hypothesis rather too remote for ready 
acceptance unless other indications point unmistakably in the 
same direction. 

With this mention of Israel we must class also the appearance 
of the name Asher on inscriptions of Seti I and Ramses II.^ 

^ Breasted, iii. 603 ff., 616-17. 

* Gp, W, M. Muller, Asim und Europa^ pp. 236 fF. Among the relevant monu- 
ments is a temple at Abydos, consecrated by Ramses (or some predecessor?) to 
Osiris. On the base of one of the pylons is a line of captives, with ropes about their 
necks, apparently being led before the king. Each figiflc represents a conquered 
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Here, too, it is possible to assume that the tribe was no part 
of the original Israel, but was adopted after the conquest of 
Palestine. Again, it may be remarked that while this explana- 
tion will have to be adopted if it can be held proved that Israel 
did not leave Egypt before the reign of Merneptah, it more 
naturally affords evidence of an earlier date for the Exodus and 
for the conquest of Palestine by the Hebrews. 

Next, we should note thfe mention of the Habiru as invaders 
of Palestine in the communications of Abdikhiba of Jerusalem 
preserved in tire Tell-el-Amarna tablets.^ Throughout the reign 
of Ikhnaton Palestine was subject to raids from dwellers in the 
wilderness, and faithful subjects of the Egyptian king made 

tribe, whose name is inscribed on it. The eighth is called almost certainly to be 
vocalized Asher (the w is the sign of the plural). Sec Marrietfc, Abydos^ ii, pL ^a. 
There is also a reference in Papyrus Anasiasi, i. 23. 8, where the name ^srw is used as 
a term of contempt. This apparently dates also from the reign of Ramses II. There 
is, further, an inscription in the first chamber of a temple built by Ramses’ father, 
Seti I, at Redesieh in the desert (Lepsius, Denbndkr, Bd. VI, pi. I40£z), showing the 
king holding a group of captives by tlie hair and tlireatening them with a club or 
some similar weapon. Opposite him stands a figure of Horus brandishing a scimitar 
and leading eight captives bound by cords. Evidently we have here a representa- 
tion of one of those sacrifices of captives which were practised by the Egyptian 
kings of the Empire. The captives are called ^srw^ and though the spelling of the 
names in the three places varies there can be no doubt as to their identity, and it is 
clear that they came from northern Palestine, much tlie same district as that in 
which the tribe of Asher was located during the Israelite period. Five names 
inscribed on the ‘labels’ of Horus’ captives arc certain, Shinar (the Hermon dis- 
trict? Cp. Deut. iii. 10, &c.), Kadesh (probably Kadesh Naphtali), Shasu (a 
general term for the shepherd peoples of Palestine) , Af egiddo, and Asher. Breasted 
(ARE.y § 165, n.), curiously enough, vocalizes this last name as Ashur, 

^ It is curious that it is only in the letters of Abdikhiba that the name IJabiru is 
used. Other correspondents speak of the Gaz or Sa Gaz; see Knudtzon, Tdl-el^ 
Amarna Tqfeln, 286, 19, 56; 287, 31; 288, 38, 44; 289, 34; 290, 13, 24. These seem 
to be the only passages in the surviving tablets where the name Habiru is used. It 
occurs, however, in Mesopotamian documents- from comparatively early times. 
Habiru are mentioned, apparently as mercenaries, in a document dating from the 
reign of Rim-Sin (cp. Scheil, Revue dbissyriologie,. xiL 114), and the contract tablets 
(of the fifteenth century?) discovered on the site of the ancient Nuzi, near the 
modern Kirkuk, include references to Habiru slaves torn from their homes by 
Assyrians (cp. Chiera and Speiser, JAOS, xlvil 44, nos. 7, 8). This last reference 
makes it impossible to identify the Habiru absolutely with the Israelites, for the 
ancestors of Israel must have been in the west before tlie time of these records. We 
should also, perhaps, identify with the Habiru the Aperiu who appear on inscrip- 
tions of Ramses III (cp. CAN, ii. 328, 357), where they arc imported labourers. 
We might also mention the theory of Landsberger (cp. Hempel, Die aiihdrdische 
Literatur (1930), p. 9) that the term Habiru docs not imply a tribe or a group of 
confederates, but refers to a social .and economic grade. Against this we have the 
mention of ‘gods of the Habiru’ (first noted by Wlnckler) in Hittite documents 
and elsewhere, cp. CAH. ii. 31 Gustav, Was heissi ildni Habiri?; xliv (1926), 
pp. 25 ft; # ♦ 
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constant complaints of the danger which threatened the empire. 
There is no doubt that, philologically speaking, the word 
Habiru may be identified with Hebrew^ but it does not follow 
that the enemies of Abdikhiba were the tribes of Israel. It 
will be remembered that in Gen. xiv. 13 Abraham is already 
described as ^the Hebrew’, and there is a growing feeling that, 
while this passage may not be historical in all its details, it has 
behind it an ancient tradition. Other references make it clear 
that we have to regard the Habiru as belonging to the wandering 
tribes of the inner edge of the Fertile Crescent, and we need not 
doubt that their attempts to enter the cultivated lands were 
constant, being repeated over many generations. At the same 
time, there is, as far as we know, no serious obstacle to our 
acceptance of the identification of some portions of Israel with 
some— or indeed all — of the Habiru of the Tell-ehAmarna age. 
Probably the safest solution of the problem is that suggested 
by Dr. Wardle,^ namely that the two terms, Habiru and Israel,^ 
overlap, each including a part of the other. But while this view 
would be very strongly in favour of an early, or comparatively 
early, date for the Conquest, it would probably not be decisive 
if it stood alone. 

These data all point to a period earlier than the nineteenth 
dynasty, and if the attacks from the desert alluded to in the 
Tell-el-Amarna letters are held to include some or most of the 
events recorded in the book of Joshua and Judges i, then they 
indicate a date somewhere in the middle of the fourteenth 
century. A yet older invasion, however, is suggested by the 
excavations at Jericho. The masonry, pottery, and other objects 
discovered there show, in the opinion of some of our best 
archaeologists, that the last pre-Israelite city was overthrown 
about the beginning of the fifteenth century, and that the site 
was not re-occupied, at least as a fortified city, until the ninth 
century. This last date goes to confirm the statement of i Kgs. 

^ Israel and Babylon, ch. ixi. 

® We may notice here a theory held by Jirku (cp. GVL, pp, 51 fF.) that the 
Aramaeans and Hebrews arc to be distinguished from one another. He admits 
that Israelites and Flebrews are often identified, but calls attention to one or two 
passages where they seem to be contrasted, especially i Sam. xiii. 7, xiv. 21, Num. 
xxiv. 24. In the first passage the accuracy of the text is disputed, and in the last the 
term is placed in the mouth of a non-Israelite. In any case, it is surely more 
probable that the ‘Israelites’ were a branch of the Hebrews? The fact that both 
Gittites and Philistines are mentioned in the O.T. certainly docs not imply that 
they ai’e contrasted with, or differentiated from, one another. 
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xvi. 34 that Jericho was restored in the reign of AhabJ and if 
the former be established the fall of this city must be thrown 
back to a time a century and a half before the Tell-el-Amarna 
age. Three possibilities are open to us. We may dissociate the 
fall of Jericho from the Israelite invasions altogether^ and 
assume that the Hebrews adopted a tradition from some of their 
predecessors. We may assume (and, in effect, this view will 
have the same general result as the last) that the Israelite 
conquests extended over a long period. Or we may deny any 
connexion between Israel and the Habim of Abdikhiba’s 
letters, and suppose that, while the eastern invasions of this 
period illustrate the same process as that which brought Israel 
into western Palestine, they have nothing to do with that group 
whose tribal and national inspiration was tlie memory of an 
escape from Egyptian bondage and a covenant with the God 
who had delivered them. 

Lastly, we may consider such data as may be derived from the 
Old Testament itself. For this purpose the narratives of the 
book of Joshua and of Judges i are clearly useless, since they offer 
us no contacts with peoples in ivhose history can date events. 
They are serviceable only in general, and even so are valueless 
for chronology unless we can link Israel with the invaders of the 
Tell-el-Amarna letters. But we have one or two ancient songs 
which come to us from very early periods. Of these we may 
mention two, the song of Deborah^ and the so-called Blessing 
of Jacob.3 The former is admitted on all hands to be the work 
of a poet who actually witnessed the defeat of Sisera, and though 
the text has suffered in course of transmission, it remains a 
document of the highest importance. The latter is a collection of 
tribal songs and sayings, of which different parts demonstrably 
belong to different periods, some being much older than others. 

, Now in Judges v we have references to several of the tribes,, 
and verse 17 refers to Dan and Asher. Both are situated on the 
coast, and the language used implies that they are in undis- 
turbed possession of their lands. There is no reason why they 
should not have come to the help of Israel in the struggle against 
Sisera. Such a situation is inconceivable after the advent of the 
Philistines and kindred peoples, nor could the 'two invasions 
have been simultaneous.. It is true that the Danites and the, 

* For the general results of the excavations at Jericho cp. W. F. Albright, Anmd 
(f ihe Amerkm Schools qf Ar’chaeoio^, vi (2924-5), p. 49. ® Judges v. ^ Gen. xlk. 
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Asherites may not have been completely dispossessed by the 
first migrations of the Philistines, and that they were only 
gradually thrust inland. But they could not possibly have 
retained the reputation of being primarily a maritime people 
after 1192 b.g. In Gen. xlix. 17 Dan is mentioned, no longer 
as a seafaring people, but as a tribe which is in a position to 
raid passing caravans. This must, it is true, be earlier than their 
migration northwards, but, like the Samson stories, it illustrates 
the position into which the clan w^s forced by the new invaders. 
Throughout the whole of Judges v there is no suggestion what- 
ever, direct or indirect, of the presence of Philistines in the 
land, and we are compelled to date the poem before their 
appearance. As against the doubtful evidence of Exod. i. 1 1 
this must be held to be decisive. The whole theory of a nine- 
teenth, dynasty date for the Exodus rests, as we have seen, on 
two names in that verse, and we have already noted the weak- 
ness of its foundation. 

As between the other two possible periods, 1600-1480 b.g., 
and 1380-1300 B.G., it is much less easy to decide. The date 
given by the archaeologists to the fall of Jericho ^ is in favour of 
the former, the possible identification of Israel with a portion 
of the Habiru supports the latter. If it be necessary to make up 
our minds we must depend on general considerations. In the 
first place, we may note that the conquests of Tutmose III have 
left no mark whatever on Hebrew tradition. The same remark 
may be made of the movements of Ramses II, but the condi- 
tions were different. Some of the greatest battles of the earlier 
king were fought on Palestinian soil, while the latter simply 
marched through the country to an objective much farther 
north, in the Orontes valley. No doubt he received the sub- 
mission of cities and tribes which had not recognized the 
authority of Egypt for some time, but he engaged in no great 
conflict in the land itself. It is true that the Israelite settlements 
may have been first made before 1479 b.g., and that they had 
not progressed far enough to come within the conqueror’s 
range, but the balance of probability here lies on the side of the 
later rather than on that of the earlier date. 

^ The publication of Garstang’s valuable and stimulating Joshua and Judges 
[1931] h^ greatly simplified this question. He dates the fall of Jericho in 1407 B.c., 
which brings it within the same general period^ the date suggested in the text 
above as the least improbable for the invasion of Palestine by Israel. 
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Another consideration points in the same direction. The 
earlier date hardly gives us enough time between the expulsion 
of the Hyksos and tlie fall of Jericho. We have to allow for the 
oppression, for the Exodus, for the period of the wanderings, 
for the conquest of Transjordania, and for a residence of some 
length in the newly-won territory. While no reliance can be 
placed on the traditional length of the life of Moses, the familiar 
figure of 120 years is not too long for these events, and while 
they may have been compressed within a century, the proba- 
bility lies on the other side. We may, perhaps, escape from our 
difficulties and still ascribe the destruction of Jericho to Israelite 
forces, by supposing that the fall of the city was the result of 
a raid across the Jordan, undertaken at tlie same time as the 
conquest of the eastern territory. But we must admit that we 
are in no position to dogmatize on this point, and that, while the 
general tendency of the data at our disposal is in favour of a 
fourteenth-century date for the Conquest, the margin of proba- 
bility is very small. But in any case the date of the Exodus can 
hardly have been later than the early part of the fifteenth 
century.* 

Moses^ claims our attention, as one of the most remarkable 
figures that have ever passed across the stage of history. Hebrew 
tradition assigns him to the tribe of Levi, but this may have been 
an accommodation to a later theory of the priesthood, and it 
has been suggested that he was really connected with Ephraim. 
The descendants of Moses were Le\ites (cp. Judges xviii. 30),^ but 
the term may have an official and not originally a tribal 
application. It is noticeable that his attendant, Joshua, is 
always represented as an Ephraimite, and E. JMeyer** advances 

* See p. 87. ■ * For an acute and detailed study of the subject 

cp. Gressmann, Mose und seine Z^ii [1913]. 

3 In Judges xvii. 7 die MT. makes this young man a Judahite, but the Vatican 
MS. of the LXX and the Peshitta omit the term, possibly because of the diBicuIty 
of reconciling the statement with, the theory that h loses was a Levite. As a matter 
of fact we .may doubt whether the term Levi in reference to h loses and his descen- 
dants originally implied the tribe. There was, no doubt, a tribe of Levi, but it 
seems to have disappeared at an early date, if we may tiTist Gen, xHx. 5-7, along 
with the ti'ibe of Simeon. Thc;Word, lawiya^ however, is found in Miriaean inscrip- 
tions in the sense of ‘priest’, and it may be that the similarity of die two led to con- 
fusion, the later office being supposed to imply the tribe. This would not be difficult 
after the office had .become (as it certainly did) hereditary. For a discussion of the 
two terms see Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament, pp. 24s ffi; E, Iv-Ieyer, Z/V., pp. 
5.1-3; and on the general subject,. Welliiausen, Prokgmnem ia the History of Israel^ 
.E.T., pp. 141-3. ^ ** W., pp. 11O-20. 
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reasoiiSj not wholly conclusive, for the assignment of Moses to 
that clan. But, whatever the precise tribe be, it is clear that 
Moses was an Israelite. It is also clear that he had Egyptian 
affinities. The derivation of his name in Exod. ii. lo is hardly 
meant to be taken seriously; it is surely an obvious Egyptian 
name, possibly a shortened form of a name like several of the 
royal names of the eighteenth dynasty^ — ^Ahmose, Tutmose— 
while in the nineteenth and several subsequent dynasties we 
have the common name Ramses, containing the same element. 
Its prevalence in names of the eighteenth dynasty may possibly 
be a further hint at Moses’ date. The word in itself means ‘son’, 
and is not likely to have been used alone, while, if the first 
element were the name of an Egyptian god, we can understand 
why it should have been dropped.^ 

The story of Moses’ birth and preservation^ has parallels in 
the folk-lore of many nations, eastern and western. One of the 
closest is to be found in Sargon’s account of his own early days, 
but many others are known, and the motif extends even to early 
Celtic literature.^ In the case of Moses it is peculiarly appro- 
priate, for the two elements, Hebrew and Egyptian, are clearly 
combined in him. A period of separation from Egyptian 
court surroundings was indispensable if he was to win a right 
perspective, and to do his work as a deliverer of his own 
oppressed people. Stories taken from general folk-lore tend to 
attach themselves to every great historical character in early 

* Roughly 1600-1350 B.G. 

* For an abbreviation raade in Israelite tradition on theological grounds, cp. 

Ahaz, His name, as shown by Assyrian documents, was Jehoahaz, but the first 
element has been eliminated in our Biblical records, presumably because he had so 
bad a reputation. See below, p. 375. ^ Exod. ii. i-io. 

For the whole story cp. W. J. Gruffydd, ‘Moses in the Light of Comparative 
Folk-lore*, ^AfV. xlvi (ipiaS), pp. 260 ff. Professor Gruffydd starts his research 
with the old Welsh Mabinogi of Math, and his thesis is that the original form of the 
story always involved the presence of a foreign and oppressive king. A child is born 
of mixed parentage, his mother (or his father) being a child of the king, and the 
other parent one of the oppressed race. It is foretold that this child will one day 
destroy his grandfather and deliver the oppressed nation, and in one way or another 
the prophecy is fuifified. Professor Gruffydd conjectures that some such story may 
have been current in Egypt, and have been adopted by Israel for its own national 
hero. If he is right, we may add the further guess that the Egyptian child of fate 
was originally Ahmose, and that the oppressor was a late Hyksos king. See further 
W. J. Gruffydd, Math fab Maihonwy, Even if the suggestion is correct, the historicity 
of Moses is not thereby invalidated, nor does it necessarily follow that the events of 
his birth and upbringing are not as described in the Biblical narrative. All that 
can justly be contended is that the story of his life may have been modified by con- 
tact with a tale which has not survived in Egyptiaii Htera^re. 
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days, and there is hardly a detail in the life of Moses for which 
a parallel cannot be found elsewhere. His flight from Egypt 
and his protection by the chief of a wilderness tribe^ may be 
compared with the story of Sinuhe,^ the actual scene which 
introduces him to the family of his protector with the narrative 
of Jacob’s meeting with Rachel.^ Of course, each story has its 
own peculiar features, but the general outline is the same. It 
is quite possible that the narrative in Exod. ii. i-io conceals an 
early belief that Moses was of Egyptian as well as of Israelite 
descent, and certainly all later tradition, following the suggestion 
of the narrative, made him an expert in those arts which were 
held to be characteristic of Egy'pt. 

To these two factors in the personality of Moses we must add 
a third, that which he acquired after his flight from Egypt. In 
a certain sense this is the most important of all, for it was in this 
period that he came into contact with that religion which in- 
spired him and enabled him to do his work. In the land of 
Mdian he enters the family of a priest — the priest in Exod. ii. i6 
— who is called Reuel, marries his daughter, Zipporah, and 
settles down as a herdsman of liis father-in-law’s flock. Here 
is vouchsafed to him a revelation in the thornbush,^ and we can 
hardly doubt that, to be intelligible, the God who appeared to 
Moses there must have been in some way familiar to him. 

The site of the ‘Mount of God’ is by no means certain. The 
earlier sources of the Pentateuch use different names, J speaking 
of Sinai and E of Horeb. D follows E, and P follows J. Both 
names are found outside the Pentateuch; in the Song of 
Deborah we have Sinai,5 and Elijah flees to ‘Horeb, the mount 
of God’.^ These references clearly imply that it lay to the south 
of Palestine. The traditional site is tlie Jebel Rlusa, in the 
southern portion of the Sinai peninsula, but this identification 
cannot be traced farther back than the third century a.d. 
Josephus speaks of the Midianites as living to the east of the 
Gulf of Akaba, and some would place Horeb in that locality. 
But the Midianites may well have changed tlieir ground more 
than once, as the nomad Israelites are said to have done, and we 

' Exod. ii. 1 1-«2. » Cp. Gressmann, ATAT., pp. 55 ff. 

3 Gen. xxix. 1-14. 

^ The Hebrew word HJD is used only here and in Dcut. xxxiii. 16, where Yahweh 
is mentioned indirectly as' the ‘dweller in the tliornbiishh The fact that this phrase 
occurs in the Blessing of Joseph may lend a certain colour to tlie theory that hloses 
himself was an Ephraimife. s Judges v. 4* ^ 1 Kgs. xix. 8* ■ 
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cannot be sure that they were to be found there in Moses’ day. 
At the same time, the mention of Horeb as being eleven days’ 
journey from Mount Seir in Deut. i. 2 suggests a site in the far 
south. But the incidents of Exod. xvii and xviii, in so far as they 
are drawn from E — the smiting of the rock, the battle with 
Amalek and the visit of Jethro — seem to be placed in the same 
district as the sacred mountain, and the names mentioned, 
Massah, Meribah, and Rephidim, appear to indicate places in 
the same general locality. To judge from Num. xx. i-“i4 these 
places lay near Kadesh. A similar view emerges from the 
references in P, which connect the wilderness of Sin and Paran 
with Kadesh, as well as Meribah.^ To these references we may 
add Judges v. 4 and Deut. xxxiii. 2, which seem to place Sinai 
in the Edom territory. It is possible that variant traditions were 
current at different periods in the history of Israel or perhaps 
in different parts of the country. But for us the important 
question is, not Where was Sinai? but What happened at Sinai? 
The exact site is quite unimportant, while the events which took 
place at the sacred mountain were of profound significance for 
the later history of Israel.^ 

The three main authorities in our present text differ as to the 
amount of knowledge that Moses had of Yahweh before the 
theophany. J (e.g. Exod. iv. i) assumes that Israel is already 
familiar with the divine name Yahweh; E suggests that it was 
unknown, and that it was revealed only now, though Yahweh 
had, as a matter of fact, been the God of the patriarchs (Exod. 
iii. 6, 1 5) ; the theory of P is that though Yahweh was the God of 
the patriarchs, He had never allowed them to know His real 
name, permitting Himself to be worshipped under the title El 
Shaddai (Exod. vi. 2, 3), a modification of the view expressed 
in E. 

All are agreed, however, that Moses was commissioned in the 
name of Yahweh to deliver Israel from the Egyptian servitude, 
and to bring the people to the sacred mountain. All send Moses 
back to Egypt to accomplish his mission. J, however, introduces 
a very ancient and primitive story, according to which Yahweh 
met Moses when he and his family encamped for the night and 

^ Gp. Num. X. 12, xxvii. 14, xxxiii. 36, &c. 

2 Discussions of the location of the ‘Mount of God’ are to be found in most his- 
tories of Israel and commentaries on the book of Exodus, We may select as among 
the most useful those of McNeile, The Book of Exodus (Westminster Commentaries), 
pp. ci-cvi ( 1908) , and A. Lods, Israel^ pp. 1 99-205 ( 1 930)^ 
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tried to kill him because he was still uncircumcised, and 
attributes his safety to the ready wit and prompt action of 
his wife. 

From this point the story proceeds with a series of events 
which are in themselves perfectly probable and, indeed, natural, 
due allowance being made for the normal colouring which an 
ancient autlior’s mind inevitably gives to facts. Moses demands 
in the name of Yahweh that the Israelites shall be released, and 
the first effect is to irritate the authorities. He then begins to 
threaten Egypt with the plagues which follow on the repeated 
refusals of Pharaoh to accede to the demand of Yahweh that 
Israel shall go three days’ journey into the desert in order to 
observe a festival,^ presumably at the mountain where Moses 
received his theophany. This is an element which must belong 
to the very earliest form of the story, since on it turns the later 
development. As the list now stands, ten plagues are named.3 
No one of the three sources contains all ten, and the number 
seems to be fortuitous. The distribution is as follows, several 
being drawn from more than one source: 


Water turned to blood. 
Frogs, 

Flies, 

Murrain. 

Storm. 

Locusts. 

Death of Firstborn. 


E 

As in J. 


P 

As in J. 
As in J, 
‘Lice.’ 


As in J. 
As in J. 
Darkness, 
As in J. 


Boils and blains. 


As in J. 


1. 

2 . 

3 - 

4 - 

5 - 

6 . 

7 - 

8 . 

9 - 

10 . 

From this list it will be seen that E has one plague only which is 
not in J, while J has three which are not in E. It may be that 
the accounts of these four were so similar that the compiler 
drew on one only of his sources. Of the four which are found 

• Exod. iv. 24i-6. As the story stands Zipporah circumcised her son in lieu of 
her husband, but we may suspect that in its earliest form she circumcised Moses. 
Probably we have here an ancient explanation of the origin of circumcision in 
Israel; it was a rite that must be performed before marriage, or the bridegroom 
would risk the anger of one of the spirits tliat watch the bridal chamber. We may 
remark also that the story possibly indicates the change which took place when 
circumcision was performed in infancy instead of during adolescence. 
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in P/two appear also in J, while the other two are variants of J 
plagues. The lice* are simply flies, under another name, and 
the ®boils and blains* are clearly another version of the ^murrain* 
of J. 

None of these plagues, except the last, contains anything 
strange or abnormal; all are events which may naturally take 
place at the end of the inundation of the Nile. The stagnant 
water left as the river goes down often reddens with infusoria, 
and becomes undrinkable, while fish that have been caught in 
the pools will, of course, die as the ground dries. Frogs naturally 
find their way from the water on to dry land, and may easily be 
so numerous as to be a nuisance. The pools breed quantities 
of mosquitoes, and these, in turn, produce distressing forms of 
skin disease. Thunderstorms, accompanied by heavy hail, are 
rare in, Egypt, but they do occur, ^ and are naturally alarming. 
Sand and dust storms which produce deep gloom may quite 
well take place to the east of the Delta, while locusts are only 
too frequent a scourge. In all this there is nothing to awaken 
incredulity; the ‘miracle’ will consist in nothing more than the 
coincidence of ail these events, and their exceptional severity. 

At the same time it is hardly possible to accept in detail the 
narrative as it stands. The district in which Israel is represented 
as living, even if it be as far west as Pithom, is still a long way 
from the Nile, and the picture of the court of Pharaoh being 
always ready and at hand for the convenience of Moses gives an 
impression of improbability which it is hard to shake off. Nor 
can we easily interpret the last calamity of all, though we may 
conjecture that originally it was the first-born of Pharaoh alone 
who perished. No doubt, tradition told of some disaster which 
fell upon Egypt at a critical moment, thus facilitating the escape 
of the fugitives, and the imagination and knowledge of Egypt 
possessed by later generations readily filled in the details. The 
impression, however, made on the mind of Israel is unmis- 
takable. They were the people of Yahweh, chosen and protected 
by Him. He had summoned them formally to enter into rela- 
tions with Him at His home in the sacred mountain, and it was 
their earnest desire to obey the call. But they were prevented by 

^ The present writer, while passing through the Suez Canal, from which the 
ancient Pithom is but a few miles distant, witnessed a severe thunderstorm in 
May 2914, and persons acquainted with the country cojjimentcd on the rarity of 
the phenomenonu ' 
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no fault of their own, and since they could not go to Yahweh, 
Yahweh came to them. He is presented at once as a mighty, 
terrible and capricious deity; there is something of the demon^ 
in Him, and the perils of His proximity can be avoided only by 
the prophylactic sacrificial blood upon the doors.^ Where this 
blood was wantingthe Destroyer entered, and while the Israelites 
celebrated, as best they could in a profane land, that Passover 
which should have been observed at a Yahweh sanctuary or on 
Yahweh’s soil, the God Himseif swept through the land, bringing 
death into every unprotected home. We may not feel justified 
in trying to reconstruct the whole picture in detail, but -we may 
be sure that something happened, something wliich made the 
most profound impression on the national consciousness of 
Israel. 

The Passover night w'as one of tlie two great events of the 
Exodus; the other was the crossing of the Red Sea. Once more 
we may say that it is impossible to be sure that the details 
handed down to us are historically accurate, and once more we 
should have no doubt as to the essential fact. And again, we 
may say, there is nothing in E’s story of the crossing to rouse 
suspicion,^ for the only ‘supernatural’ feature of the story is to 
be found in the pillar of fire and cloud, and even this may be 
based on a phenomenon which has been observed in modern 
times. When it is remembered that Yahweh was always (among 
other attributes) a fire God, it will be seen that tradition had no 

^ Cp. Volz, Das Damonische injahm {i924), 

® Beliefs of this kind are widely spread in the east, cp. Gray, Sacrifice in ih Old 
Testament j pp. 361 ff. 

3 It may be as well here to reproduce the whole of the JE portions of Exod. xiv. 

1 5-30, in so far as they can be disentangled from the inte.rwoven account of P; 
‘And Yahweh said unto Moses, Wherefore crlest thou unto me? Lift up tliy rod. 
And the angel of God which went before the camp moved and went behind tiiem, 
and the pillar of cloud removed from before them and came behind them, and came, 
between the camp of the Eg>^ptians and the camp of Israel, and tliere w'as cloud 
and darkness and it lit up the night, and they could not approach one another al 
the night. And Yahweh drove the 'sea back witii a strong east wind all the night, 
and made the sea into dry land. And in the morning watch Yahweh looked out on 
the camp of the Egyptians through the pillar of fire and smoke, and threw tlic 
Egyptian camp into a panic. And he bound’ (reading, with the Samaritan text 
and the chief ancient versions, for ‘tlieir chariot ^vheels and made them 
drive heavily, and the Egyptians said, Let us flee from the face of Israel, for Yahweh 
is fighting for tliem against Egypt. And as the day broke tlie sea returned to its bed, 
while the Eg>’ptians fled towards it. And Yahweh overthrew the Eg)ptians in the 
midst of the sea, not one of tliem survived. And on that day Yahweh saved Israel 
from the power of Egypt/'and Israel saw tiic Egyptians dead on die sea-shore.* 
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better way of expressing its conviction that He was present and 
at workj especially in producing panic in the Egyptian force^ 
than to speak of this pillar. 

We have no means of knowing for certain where the crossing 
took place. Those who would locate Sinai to the east of the 
Gulf of Akaba will naturally find the spot at the northern end of 
that gulf. On other grounds, the more natural place will be 
north of the modern Suez. The sandy stretch between Suez and 
the southern end of the Bitter Lakes is raised only a few feet 
above sea-level, and was probably wholly or partially covered 
with water in ancient times. Shallow water of this kind may 
easily be driven back by a strong wind, leaving the sand bare.^ 
With the dropping of the wind the water returns, coming, 
probably, under the sand first, as it does in so many such places 
with the tide, and forming a quicksand in which the wheels of 
the chariots would first sink. Finally, as the dried space filled 
with water, the infantry and others would be caught and 
drowned. We must remember that, for the most part, Israel 
was unfamiliar with the sea, and movements of this kind would 
almost inevitably appear miraculous. There can be little doubt 
that some unusual coincidence facilitated the escape of at least 
a portion of the tribes, and that this was ever afterwards re- 
membered as the first great interference of Yahweh on behalf 
of His people. 

* Gp. G. S. Jarvis, in Blackwood* s Magazine^ Feb. 1931, who has obser\T.d phe- 
nomena in the district which would account completely for the drying of the sea 
and the pillar of cloud, &c.; also the same author’s Testerday and To-day in Sinai 
(1931), pp. 158 ff. Major Jarvis places the scene of the crossing at the modern 
Bardawil Lake, which is separated from the Mediterranean only by a narrow strip 
of sand. For the tides in the Gulf of Suez, and the variations of sea-levei, cp, the 
Red Sea and Gulf of Aden Pilot^ (1900), pp. 85 (for the Gulf of Akaba, p. 244). 

Eissfeldt (cp. Baal Zaphon, 1932) adopts a similar view, believing that the true site 
is on the Serbonian marsh. 


ADDITIONAL NOTE 

Page 80, note i. But cf. for a recent defence of the later date, H. H. Rowley, 
hmeVs Sojourn in Egypt, Bulletin of the John Rylands Libraiy, vol. 22, No. i, 
April 1938. 



Chapter VI 

THE COVENANT 

SUMMARY 

[The escape from Egypt is but the preliminary to the Covenant at 
the sacred mountain, which forms the real beginning of the Israelite 
nation. Probably the number of fugitives, and even of the tribes 
represented among them, was a good deal smaller than later Israel 
supposed, and they may have" united with other nomads before 
reaching Sinai or Horeb. But, when they did arrive at the sacred 
mountain, Moses bound them into a single w^hole by means of a new 
religion. 

Before the time of Moses we have little indication of the objects of 
tribal worship, but there is ground for the suggestion tliat some of 
the clans recognized their own epon>nnous ancestors as their proper 
gods. Yahweh, on the other hand, was probably a Midianite or 
Kenite deity. The Covenant consisted in the mutual adoption of 
God and people; Yahw'eh became the God of Israel; Israel became 
the people of Yahweh — on certain conditions. The divine promises 
are not explicitly stated; of the human undertakings we have two 
accounts, one in Exod. xx-xxiii, the other in Exod, xxxiv. Probably 
both, in their present form, are later interpretations of the original 
terms, since they presuppose a settled agricultural community rather 
than a nomad people. We may say, however, that in all probability 
the familiar Decalogue does represent the moral standard required 
by Yahweh of His new people.] 

T he Exodus was but the preliminary act in the w^ork of Moses. 

There still remained his great achievement, the formation of 
the people of Israel. His task was to take a number of more or 
less isolated tribes, and to weld them together into a single 
whole, giving them an organic unity which should prove to be 
stronger than the claims of the old tribal patriotism. The 
difficulties in the way of such an achievement would seem at 
first sight to be insurmountable, for, in ail probability, the 
independence of the tribes was not merely political but also 
religious, and the combination of die two, while not precluding 
friendly relations and some degree of co-operation, could not 
but prove a most serious obstacle to a more intimate union. As 
a matter of fact the tribal sense long remained, and it was only 
some centuries after the settlement, with the rise of the monarchy, 
that the unification approached completeness. But had it not 
been for the work accomplished by Moses, the task even then 
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would have been impossible, as the whole earlier history of 
Palestine shows. At no date prior to the Israelite settlement, 
does there seem to have been the slightest evidence for a real 
unification of Palestine; each town and princedom stood by 
itself against its neighbours. 

We have no means of knowing the number or the tribal 
identity of the fugitives delivered by Moses. In Num. i. 20-47 
we read of 603,550 fighting men of twenty years old and 
upwards, which would mean a total of certainly not less than 
2,000,000. This figure is due to P and is clearly unhistorical. 
Apart from the problem of sustenance in the wilderness through 
which Israel had to pass in order to reach the sacred mountain, 
the arranging and moving of such a host from Egypt would have 
been impossible. So far from accepting this figure, which is 
based ,on the assumption that all the tribes moved together^ 
from Egypt, we may be fairly certain that it was only a limited 
number of them that were represented among the captive 
labourers who escaped under Moses, and even so we may suspect 
that the fugitives included only a small portion of the tribes to 
which they belonged. The deliverance of even a small force 
would have all the effect that is ascribed to the Exodus, for it 
would illustrate to all the power of the God under whose aegis 
it had been carried out. 

We may suppose, from indications afforded by the narrative, 
e.g. in the account of the visit of Jethro, ^ that on their departure 
from Egypt the tribes met with others whose kinship they 
recognized, perhaps already near the sacred mountain. Probably 
the wanderers gathered strength as they went, and they may 
have continued to absorb fresh elements till after the settlement 
in Palestine. As we have seen, it is not impossible that the 
nucleus was formed by Joseph tribes and those most closely 
related to them. It is clear that there must have been some 

^ The actual figures given by P (Num. i. 20-47) are: Reuben 46,500, Simeon 
59,300, Gad 45,650, Judah 74,600, Issachar 54,400, Zebulun 57,400, Ephraim 
40,500, Manasseh 32,200, Benjamin 35,400, Dan 62,700, Asher 41,500, Naphtali 
53,400. The tribe of Levi is expressly excluded, presumably because on the theory 
of P they were not regarded as combatant units, and the enumeration is that of the 
military force of Israel. The order is peculiar, and there seems to be no particular 
reason for the displacement of certain of the tribes from their natural positions. 
The suggestion that the word means not ‘thousand*, but family, will not apply 

here since it does not account for the odd hundreds and even an odd fifty in the 
tribe of Gad. It must be admitted that the list has no historical value. 

^ Exod. xviii. 1-12. ^ * 
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amalgamation of tribes, and we must allow for the possibility 
that later assimilations of the same kind were thrown back by 
tradition to this point. 

The instrument used by Moses was religion, in fact the only 
means by which he could have accomplished his purpose. It 
was in association with a new God, and in nothing else, that 
these tribes could find their unity, for the basic principle, one 
people, one God, seems still to have governed the polity of the 
tribes. Religion entered so largely into the life of the ancient 
peoples that no valid transaction of any size was possible 
without it, and almost every ty?pe of action had its special 
relation to the object of tribal worship. 

The Biblical record tells us practically nothing of the deities 
worshipped by the tribes before the time of Moses. In Gen. 
XXXV. 2 Jacob exhorts his clansmen to put away the strange 
gods who were among them, as they were about to approach 
the sacred spot of Bethel. It may be that we have here, reflected 
back into the patriarchal age, a transaction which properly 
belongs to the period of the Exodus, and the impression 
is heightened by a repetition of the same words at the same 
place by Joshua.’^ But who were these strange gods? There 
seems to have been an early connexion between the Aramaean 
nomads from whom Israel’s ancestry' is traced and the worship 
of the Moon-god. Ur was the most important centre of the 
cult of Sin in early Mesopotamia, Harran was another city 
devoted to the same deity, while tlie relation between Sin and 
Sinai seems obvious.^ But even if the Moon-god be admitted as 
one of the objects of worship, he is only one, and a number is 
implied. Perhaps the most plausible conjecture is that some 
of the tribes, possibly all, worshipped their own eponymous 
ancestors. There are several indications wliich seem to point 
in that direction. The ordinary Hebrew word for God is a 
plural form, ’Elohim, and though this may be a ‘plural of 
majesty’, it is at least possible that it points back to a poly- 
theistic or rather a polydaemonistic age. The original meaning 
of the term is not certain; perhaps the only clear light is thrown 
by I Sam. xxviii. 13, where the witch consulted by Saul tells 
the king that she sees ’Elohim, i.e. a ghost. This suggests that 
originally the term was one of those animistic plurals for the 
dead, regarded as objects of worship, such as we find in other 

‘ Josh. xxiv. 23. r • ' It is, however, disputed. 
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forms of primitive religion, cp. the Roman Manes and Larvae, 
The early Semite had many objects of worship, and his religion 
was on a stage in which an animism was passing into a poly- 
theism, with certain deities to some extent individualized but 
not fully isolated. Some form of cult of the dead seems to be 
found in every known type of animism, and we find Israel con- 
stantly falling into spiritualism (necromancy) . It is true that the 
term ^Elohim is never used elsewhere in this connexion, but it is 
easily to be understood that, after it had been applied to the 
single deity Yahweh, men would avoid applying it to the spirits 
of the departed. It is to be regarded as an accident that it has 
survived in the one passage cited. ^ 

We may, perhaps, find some further evidence in the fact that 
several of the tribes bear names known elsewhere to be divine. 
The lis.ts of ‘Retenu’, Palestinian tribes, subject to Tutmose III, 
include two sites named respectively Joseph-el and Jacob-el,^ 
which are best interpreted as the homes of tribes bearing the 
ancestral names ‘Jacob is EP and Joseph is EP.^ Divine names 
which take the form of verbal imperfects are by no means un- 
common in Semitic speech, and a familiar example is found in 
the name of Yahweh Himself. It would seem, then, that there 
were two gods, albeit obscure, known as Jacob and Joseph, 
Asher may quite well be a modification of the name of the great 
Assyrian eponymous deity Ashur, while Gad is a familiar Semitic 
divinity, best known as the god of good luck,^ with a place in 
the Hermon district especially consecrated to him — ^Baal-Gad. 
Laban, if not actually one of the ancestors of Israel, is yet closely 
akin to Jacob, and represents the Aramaean affiliations. He 
also bears a theophorous name, known to us from Cappadocian 
tablets belonging to the latter half of the third millennium b.g.5 
We have, it is true, no evidence at present in respect of the other 
names (though it has been suspected, on quite inadequate 

* But cp. also Isa. ix. 19. 

® See for Jacob-el, Mariette, Les Listes GeograpMques des Pyloms de Kamakf-p. 4.0 
(No. 102). The transliteration of the former is disputed, it being contended that the 
Egyptian sibilant represents the Hebrew not D. The actual forms are, of course, 
written without vowels, and are T-sh-p-i-r and the Egyptian r corre- 

sponding to the Semitic L The name Takub-ilu is said* to occur in Babylonian texts 
of the age of Hammurabi, cp. E.B,, art. ‘Jacob’, col. 2,306; Hommcl, il.if.T., p. 96, 
and Burney, Judges, pp. Ixvi, Ixviii, ciii, civ, cxi, cxv. 

^ For a discussion of these names cp. E. Meyer, IN,, pp. 249 ff., 292. 

Cp. Isa. Ixv. II and Mordtmann in ZDMG, xxxi. 99-ioi; Noldeke, 
lii. 474, 478 ff. * ® S^c above, note on p, 52. 
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grounds, that Dan is a divine name), but what is certainly true 

of these five is not impossible of the rest. 

Whether the suggestion contained in the last two paragraphs 
be correct or not, it may be taken for granted that the tribes-— 
or such of them as Moses had collected — worshipped different 
gods, and his task was to introduce them to the cult of a new 
deity, who should combine them into a single whole from the 
religious, and so from every other point of view. It was inevitable 
that the God chosen for the purpose should be He whom Moses 
had learnt to know during his exile, He who had given Moses 
his commission, He whose power had rescued ^IsraeF from 
Egypt and taken vengeance on their pursuers. 

This was Yahweh. His name and original worshippers have 
been the subject of much discussion.^ He seems to have been the 
local El of the sacred mountain and of its neighbourhood, 
especially of the tribe of Midian or, perhaps, of the Kenites. 
The latter suggestion rests on several important facts. The 
Kenites were the smiths of the ancient nomad tribes of the 
east. That is to say, they probably resembled the wandering 
smith clans whom Doughty found in Arabia,^ a people who 
moved from one tribe to another as their services were required. 
More than any others of that age and district they w^ere in the 
habit of using fire, and undoubtedly Y ahweh is a fire-God, though 
He has other attributes as well.^ In Judges iv. i x the father-in- 
law of Moses is called Hobab the Kenite, and in Judges i. i6 
he is an unnamed Kenite, though the Alexandrian MS. of the 
LXX and some others prefix the name Hobab. These facts 
make it clear that in one form of tlie ancient tradition it was 
among Kenites that Moses learned to know Yahweh, and this 
tradition may be . the earliest. Certainly Israel always had 
Kenite allies and fi'iends, and a common religion would serve 
as the strongest bond of union between the two peoples. 

* For various theories and the evidence adduced in their support sec E. Kautzsch 
in EB,^ art. ‘Names’, §§ xo8 ff., esp. n. 3, coL 3,322, and, for more recent discussion, 
with special reference to the Mesopotamian evidence, G, R, Driver in Old Testa- 
ment Essays (pub. Grifim), pp. 18-24. See also Konig, CesdikhU ekr A.T Religion, 
pp. i 6 o ~9 (1912). * Cp, Travels in Arabia Deserta, i. 281 If. 

3 Budde has advanced reasons for believing that the Sabbath, with its special 
tabu on fire, was a specifically Kenite institution, and contends that only so can 
its presence in Israel be satisfactorily explained. Cp. ‘Sabbat und Woche’ in Die 
ChristUche Welt, Nr. 5, 6, 1929. For other views see Hornmel, Die aliorkntalisclie 
Denkmdler und das alte Testament^ pp. 18, 19; Nielsen, Dk diarabische Mondreligm, 
pp. 87 £f., 251 fif. 
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We may remind ourselves also that the Kenites played an 
important, if obscure part in the tribal constitution of the later 
Israel. As we shall have occasion to observe, they were in some 
way linked with the tribe of Judah, and may have formed an 
element in the original nucleus out of which that clan grew. If 
that be so, then it is at least possible that others of the Leah 
tribes were at one stage in the history connected also with the 
Kenites; in other words, Yahweh Was originally a deity who 
was worshipped among the Leah faribes. Every attempt to solve 
the question which we have immediately before us must rest on 
conjecture, but that which gives us the most complete explana- 
tion is the supposition that Moses, by birth a member of a 
Rachel tribe, by training an Egyptian, and by force of circum- 
stances an adherent of a Leah cult, led his own clansmen out of 
Egypt, and united them to a group which claimed a common, 
though'more remote, kinship with them. 

The name Yahweh, too, has been a matter of dispute. In 
various forms the element YHW is said to be found in Mesopo- 
tamian documents dating from comparatively early times. It is 
clearly a verbal form, but there are parallels elsewhere in the 
ancient Semitic world. The root from which it comes is quite un- 
certain; the paranomasia of Exod. iii. 14^ was hardly intended 
to be etymology, and the word has been variously identified as 
one meaning ‘to be’, ‘to blow’, ‘to fall’. But whatever its exact 
origin may be, the characteristics of Yahweh Himself are 
clear; He is a storm-god, a mountain-god, a fire-god, and a 
warrior-god. As a denizen of the wilderness He might be 
expected to know its paths and to be an efficient guide to water 
and to pasture. He was, in a word, just the deity to meet 
Israel’s needs during the nomad period of her history. 

The actual ceremony by which the union of Israel and 
Yahweh was accomplished is described in Exod. xxiv. 3-8.2 Jt 
consisted in a form of covenant ritual, embodying a symbolism 
such as is not infrequent among Semitic and other peoples. 
Allowing for certain details which must be ascribed to a later 
time, it was much as follows: An altar was erected, representing 
the deity, and over against it stood the people. Victims were 
slain and their blood was drained off into bowls. Part of this 

■ T am that I am’— n’nS n'HN. 

> A simpler ceremony, consisting of a sacred meal, is probably indicated IZl 

Exod. xxiv, 9-11. 
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blood was then dashed against the altar, and the rest flung over 
the heads of the people. The ritual may have included other 
sacrificial features, but its essence lies here. The s}unbolism is 
obvious. The life of the victim has been used to cover and 
include both the contracting parties. Each, passing beneath its 
blood, has become essentially identified with it, and since both 
are thus one with a third party, they are one with each other. 
Before the ceremony they were to be regarded as separate 
entities; they are so no longer, for they are one. A single essence 
runs through them both, and they are no longer merely con- 
tiguous, but vitally continuous. Henceforth Yahweh is a blood- 
member of the tribe gathered at His seat. 

The conception of the god as member of his tribe seems to 
have been common to many, if not to all, the Semitic peoples. 
But in other cases the connexion is natural, for the human 
members of the tribe are regarded as being literally the physical 
descendants of the deity. That is not so with Israel; the bond is 
not natural but artificial. There had been a time when Israel 
had not been the people of Yahweh, and Yahweh not the God 
of Israel. Their connexion was based on a deliberate act of 
choice by the God and a voliuitar}^ acceptance by the people. 
It was a partnership into which both parties had willingly 
entered, based upon conditions offered on the divine side, which 
had been freely accepted on the human. In its simplest form 
the Covenant is expressed in a phrase wliich does not actually 
meet us in the extant literature until the seventh century’” b.c., 
but which sums up the whole history^ of the religious life of 
Israel, T will become their God, and they shall become my 
people.’^ Since the association was voluntaiy, based on the 
performance of certain duties, each to each, it followed that any 
breach of the conditions would automatically terminate the 
connexion, unless the injured party chose to renew it. And 
while, through her Hstor}-’’, Israel ever found in Yahweh a God 
who fobserved covenant and love*,^ its terms were violated again 
and' again on the human side, and it was shown that man could ■ 
not be brought to maintain a standard which was merely 
written on some outward substance. Thus the climax of 
Israel’s spiritual history is reached when Jeremiah lays down 

^ Cp. e.g.Jer.xxxL 33. 

* Deut. vii,. 9,-, is>, i- Kgs. viiL 23, Dan, ax. 4, Nell. 1. 5, 'lx, 32, '2 Cliron 
vi, 14, ^ » 
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the principle that a truly valid covenant must be put in men’s 
inward parts and written on their heart. ^ 

What, then, were the terms of the Covenant? On the divine 
side they are never stated, but it may be assumed that they are 
summed up in the duties and responsibilities which naturally 
and inevitably fell to a god among his people. Nor is it clear 
what human obligations were involved in Moses’ day. Later 
tradition spoke of the ^tables of the Covenant’,^ assuming that 
the two tables of stone contained die conditions on which Israel 
had been accepted. Even Exod. xxiv. 7 spoke of the ‘Book of 
the Covenant’, and it is possible that the reference is to the short 
code contained in Exod. xx-xxiii, which the writer may have 
referred to Moses’ day. But a cursory examination makes it most 
improbable that this was imposed on Israel in the nomad period. 
Not only are many of the laws designed for an agricultural and 
commercial community, and none of them confined to a nomad 
tribe, but they closely resemble that type of code which we know 
to have been generally current in western Asia.^ Four forms are 
known — a fragmentary Sumerian code, that of Hammurabi, 
proper to Babylonia, an Assyrian code, and a Hittite code. Of 
the four, that of Hammurabi is much the oldest in the form in 
which we have it, and there can be little doubt that, in the main, 
Exod. xxi-xxiii (Exod. xx consists of the ‘Ten Commandments’, 
together with a few simple regulations for the cultus) represents 
the law as current in Palestine before the advent of Israel, 
adopted, along with other elements of Canaanite culture, by the 
invaders.4 

Two still shorter summaries of law are found in Exodus^ the 
one being the familiar Decalogue, the other a list of regulations 
to which, apparently, the name ‘ten words’ was originally in- 
tended to apply. The former appears in two slightly differing 
forms — both of them probably expanded in one or two items — 
in Exod. xx. 3-17 and in Deut. v. 7-21. These latter are stated 
to have been written on the two tables, and it is clearly the view 
of the Deuteronomist that they are the articles of the covenant. 
E, on the other hand, suggests that it is the whole of Exod. 
xx-xxiii which formed the basis of the agreement. The other 

* Jer. xxxi. 31-4. 2 Dent. ix. 9, ix, 15. ^ See also pp. 34 £, 326 IF. 

The investigations ofjirku (cp. Das weltliche Rechtim Alien Testament [1927] have 
shown, however, that the sources of Israelite law go back to a much more primitive 
stage than that represented in the Code of ijammhrabi. ^ 
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‘code’ is to be found embedded in Exod. xxxiv. 10-26. It has 
clearly been considerably expanded from the original form (J), 
and the writer regards it as the basis of the covenant, while in 
verse 28 the term ‘ten words’ (E.V. ‘Ten commandments’) is 
applied to it. 

The outstanding difference between these two is that the 
commands of Exod. xxxiv are ail cultic, while those of Exod. xx 
are mainly ethical, ritual appearing in only two of them. 
Further, the ritual of Exod. xxxiv is essentially that of an agri- 
cultural people, laying, as it does, great stress on the observance 
of the three chief agricultural festivals and the duty of every 
good Israelite to present himself at the sanctuary on the 
occasion of each. This, then, like Exod. xxi-xxiii, we must 
assign to the period of the settlement in Palestine. But the moral 
code in Exod. xx is timeless, and its provisions are valid for any 
condition of organized human society. There is, then, nothing 
in the code itself to prevent its having been promulgated by 
Moses, especially if the first few commandments are reduced to 
a simpler form. The explanation and reason given for the 
Sabbath, in particular, are almost certainly due to later re- 
daction, as the variant in Deuteronomy shows. There is a 
tendency among modem critics, then, to ascribe the Decalogue 
of Exod. XX to Moses himself, and to assume that this was the 
basis on which the Covenant was established.^ Of this theory 
it can only be said that it seems to be capable neither of proof 
nor of disproof, and even some of tliose who find it impossible 
definitely to ascribe the written document to Moses would agree 
that at least it represents the general moral standard set before 
Israel during their nomad period. 

* Volz (cp. Mose, p. 70 [1907]) apparently regards the wfiole of Exod. xx-xxiiias 
Mosaic; and Sellin alludes sympathetically to the view that Rioses is the author of 
the Decalogue, though he does not definitely commit himself {Introduction to the Old 
Testament^ E.T,,pp.4ofF. [1923]). The Mosaic authorship of the Exod. xx Decalogue 
(in a simple form) is accepted also by Gressmann {Mose^ pp. 475 ff.) and Kittel {G¥L 

581 if., 651 IE). So also Jirku (cp. Das weltikhe RecM im Alim Testament, pp, 
150 ff.; in GVL 81 jfif. [1931] ; he accepts those laws in Exod. xx~xxiii which bear' 
the Tf-formula’ as forming the original Mosaic Book of the Covenant). 
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NOMAD ISEAEL 


SUMMARY 

[We know very little about the actual life of Israel during the wilder- 
ness period. Most of the stories we have seem to be thrown back into 
this time from a later age, and we must rely largely on what are 
clearly survivals in the later life of Israel, and on the analogy of 
similar peoples whom we can study 4:o-day. We do not even know 
the tribal composition of the people; our earliest records omit some 
of the familiar names, especially that of Judah, and include others — 
e.g. Kenites, Kenizzites, and even Amalekites — ^who are not reckoned 
later as independent tribes. In these early times the nation seems to 
have been in a fluid state, and the familiar constitution may not 
have emerged till long after the first invasions of Palestine. 

In such a community as that of nomad Israel, judicial functions 
are exercised by the religious authorities. Property is nearly all 
tribal rather than personal, and there are recognized clan leaders 
or Sheikhs. These features are common to many nomad tribes, but 
the religion of Israel presented unique features. 

In later times there were three objects which were worshipped as 
representing Yahweh, the Bull, the Snake, and the Ark, a box con- 
taining a stone — or two stones. For each it was claimed that it went 
back to nomad days, possibly to Moses himself, and, of the three, 
it is most probably the Ark whose claim is best justified. It 
was kept in a special tent and had special attendants, the priests. 
Through it Yahweh was the supreme court of appeal in judicial 
matters, the guide through the wilderness, and the leader in war. 
He was also the guardian of the moral standard which, as is usual 
among peoples on this level of civilization, was rather higher 
than that commonly found in agricultural and civic communi- 
ties. While we should not detract from the merit of this superiority, 
we must recognize that it was in part due to the fact that the life 
of the pastoral nomad is very much simpler, and is exposed to much 
fewer complications and temptations than that of the farmer or of 
the merchant.] 

I T was with the work of Moses at the sacred mountain that 
Israel as a nation came into being. Of that we may be certain, 
for the events of those days stamped themselves deeply on the 
national consciousness. Ever afterwards men continued to look 
back on the deliverance from Egypt as the first great manifesta- 
tion of the power of the national God, and to regard the 
covenant as the constituent act on whieh the* whole of the later 
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history was based. Till the ninth century^ and possibly later, 
there were sections, at least, in Israel which thought of Yahweh 
as dwelling in the far south, as passing through the territory 
of Edom when He came to the help of His people, and as being 
most readily and certainly consulted by His chosen prophet in 
the ‘Mount of Godh^ 

But of the history of Israel during the period that we com- 
monly call the ‘Wanderings’ we know practically nothing, and 
are forced to fall back on conjecture and analogy for our recon- 
struction. All we can say is that the traditional period of forty 
years — one generation — must be regarded as a minimum, and, 
while it may have been more, it can hardly have been less. 
From one point of view these years have left little mark on 
Israel’s traditions, beyond the story of the spies and of an 
abortive attempt to enter Palestine from the soiitli.^ There are 
incidents ascribed to the age which belong to the domestic 
history of Israel, but most of these, if not all, are evidently 
stories intended to explain some feature in the life and organiza- 
tion of the later Israel. Under this head we may include such 
incidents as the rebellion of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram .3 
Here two narratives have been interwo\^en. One deals with 
Korah alone, and comes from priestly sources. Its purpose is to 
illustrate and to explain the unique ecclesiastical position held 
by the family of Aaron. The fortunes of Dathan and Abiram 
belong to that type of tradition which is a form of early tribal 
history. The rebels are Reubenites, and we cannot help connect- 
ing the story with the references in Gen. xxxv. 22 and xlix. 3. 
It seems that tlie national memory of Israel recorded a time 
when the leadership was in the hands of this tribe, but that its 
arrogance made it insecure and brought about its fall. This 
tradition must have been handed down from the pastoral age, 
for Reuben was never an agricultural tribe. Its power had 
already weakened when reliable history begins, and before the 
middle of the ninth century it had disappeared. 

We may accept as historical the tradition which makes 
Kadesh the ‘home’ of Israel during this period, or the greater 
part of it. This does not mean that the tribes abandoned their 
wandering habits and took to a settled life in the oasis. We 
must assume that they made Kadesh the centre round which 

* Cp. e.g.Judgesv.4, 1 Kgs.xix.S. * Nmn. xHi, xiv. 

® Num. xvi. 1-35. ^ ^ 
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they spent their time, moving from place to place within a 
comparatively small radius, as opportunities for fodder and 
water presented themselves. As we have seen,^ there are reasons 
for conjecturing that the sacred mountain lay in this neigh- 
bourhood, and for a time they would wish to be within reach of 
it. Moreover, with the supplies available at Kadesh during the 
drier parts of the year, there would be little attraction for the 
tribes to migrate to other spots. It may be that an increase in 
their numbers or a succession of dry seasons at length compelled 
them to look elsewhere for a better home. 

As we have remarked, we do not know how long the Kadesh 
period lasted. It was one of those times of silent assimila- 
tion and consolidation which are necessary before a new idea 
can effectively influence history. An immediate conquest of 
Palestine might have proved fatal, for the formal combination 
of the tribes and the adoption of a new deity were still too fresh 
to have made a permanent impression on the national con- 
sciousness. Cities might have been stormed and territories con- 
quered, but the later history of Israel shows how great were the 
risks run even after a generation or more of further wilderness 
life. After the conquests it was only the repeated assaults of 
enemies within and without which threw the tribes back on 
their common inheritance of blood, religion, and tradition, and 
welded them into a single whole. There was always a disin- 
tegrating force at work, manifesting itself after the death of 
Solomon in the division of the kingdom, and culminating in the 
bitter hostility of the Jew and the Samaritan. Only a firm con- 
viction and a strongly rooted tradition could have sufficed to 
give Israel even that measure of unity in politics and religion 
which she actually achieved. The enthusiasm engendered by 
the circumstances of the Exodus and by the great covenant 
might have carried the nation safely into the promised land, 
but there the centrifugal tendencies which were always so 
marked a feature of Palestinian life would have prevailed, and 
there would have been but one more element added to the 
mixed blood of a number of isolated and mutually jealous little 
communities, standing apart from one another both in religion 
and in political organization. Hostile aggression, particularly that 
of the Philistines, would have dissolved instead of strengthening 
the ideal unity of the people, and in the end the Aramaean wave 
^ Gp. above# pp. 82 1 ^ 
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of immigration would have contributed no more to Palestine 
and to the world than did its Amorite predecessor. 

As we look over the narratives which deal with the early days 
of the settlement in Palestine, we meet occasionally with refer- 
ences which may throw light on the constitution of Israel in the 
wilderness. We note, for instance, in Judges v that there 
are significant omissions. Of the four senior Leah tribes, 
Reuben alone is mentidned. Our e\ddence suggests that 
Simeon and Levi disappeared at an earlier period, but the 
absence of Judah is not to be explained in this way, and we can 
only suppose that it was not yet fully recognized as an Israelite 
tribe. Further, the tribal song of Judah in Gen. xlix describes it, 
not merely as a powerful warrior people, but as a grower of the 
vine^ — the only mention of viticulture in the book except in the 
story of Noah.2 This, even more than the growth of corn, 
signifies a long settlement in the land, and confirms our im- 
pression that Judah formed no part of the community in the 
wilderness. It may be that the ‘junior’ Leah tribes and the 
‘subordinate’ tribes of both groups entered the general body 
later than the rest, but their connexion with the others goes 
back to the nomad stage. The prominent part played by 
Zebulun, Issachar, and Naphtali in the defeat of Sisera, and the 
close traditional connexion between Dan and Naphtali, on the 
one hand, and Gad and Asher on the otlier ,3 seem to preclude 
the idea that any of them was originally of Palestinian origin. 
All must have been traditionally members of the Aramaean 
pastoral group which we call Israel. 

On the other hand, there are suggestions of tribes which were 
never reckoned as fully Israelite, but yet seem in a sense to be 
included. Thus, if we may trust the MT. of Judges v. 14, there 
is some kinship between Ephraim and Amalek. In Num. xxiv. 
20, a kind of appendix to the panegyrics he utters over Israel, 
Balaam pronounces a blessing on Amalek. In Judges xii. 15 
a ‘mountain of the Amalekite’ is placed in ‘mount Ephraim’. It 
is true that from the days when Israel first left Eg}'pt the 

* Gen. xlix. 1 1 f. ^ Gen. ix. 20. 

3 This tradition of full brotherhood is particularly important. Throughout the 
period of the settlement these two tribes were widely separated from one another, 
and Gad always remained on the pastoral plane. The tradition of the relation- 
ship, then, cannot be explained, as might that of Dan and Naphtali, on the 
ground, of proximity in. Palestine, but must go back to the period before tlic 
conquest, ■ # ' • . . 
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Amalekites are represented as permanent enemies/ but it is 
possible that we have two conflicting lines of tradition^ of which 
that hostile to Amalek ultimately prevailed. The position of 
the Kenites is less equivocal. As we have seen, there are grounds 
for suspecting that the family into which Moses married was 
Kenite — one form of the tradition certainly took this view 
— and there is yet further evidence. Balaam pronounces a 
blessing on the Kenites in Num. xxiv. 21 £; Kenites are said to 
have united with Judah in the conquest, and, as a matter of 
fact, Caleb and Othniel, the early heroes of the south, are 
Kenizzites,^ not strictly Judahites, and it is not impossible that 
this is another form of the same name. A Kenite woman slays 
Sisera, though the prose version of the story is careful to explain 
how she came to be so far away from the usual haunts of her 
clan/ and when Saul sets out to exterminate the Amalekites, he 
warns the Kenites who are with them to make their escape 
before the assault is delivered.^ Finally, when David wishes to 
make Achish believe that he has committed unpardonable 
offences against his own people of Judah, he tells him that it is 
against the Kenites, among others, that his raids have been 
directed .5 The same passage mentions also the Jerachmeelites, 
an obscure tribe of whom we hear only in this verse, in i Chron. 
ii. 9, 25, 26, 27, and in i Sam. xxx. 29, where they are mentioned 
among the clans benefited by David’s generosity.^ 

We have thus certain elements in the population which seem 
to be on the border line, partly included in Israel and partly 
excluded. Their presence in the Biblical narrative serves to 
illustrate the fluidity of Israel in the thought of earlier days. 
It seems that it was only gradually that the traditions crystal- 
lized into the form in which we now have them, and that they 
underwent considerable modification in the course of centuries, 
particularly during the monarchy. It is comparatively late in 
the history of the people that the familiar organization is fully 
developed, and it may be that it was only after the nation had 

* Cp. the story of the battle of Rephidim in Exod. x\di. 8-16, the repeated wars 
against the Amalekites, concluding with David’s vengeance for the sack of Ziklag, 

I Sam. XXX, and the Deuteronomic injunctions to destroy Araalek, Deut. xxv. 1 7, 19. 

® Gp. Num. xxxii. 12, Josh. xiv. 6, xv. 17, Judges i. 13, &c. 

3 Jud. iv. II. But cp, Garstang, Joshua and Judges^ p. 301 (1931). 

I Sam, XV. 6, ^ 1 Sam, xxvii. 10; cf. also 2 Chron. ii. 55. 

No reliance is to be placed on that theory of Israel’s history, so keenly advocated 
by Ghcync, which gives a leading part to Jcrachmcel. But possibly Samuel’s an- 
cestor, Jeroham (i Sam. i. I) was originally Jeraclimeci {cp. LXX). 
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cannot be claimed by any individual; they belong to the group 
as a whole. There is certainly no private ownership of land, 
and the very idea is foreign to the nomad. The flocks, usually 
of camels, sheep, and goats (the last is the commonest), have to 
find pasture where they can, and it is inconceivable that any 
individual should have the right to forbid the cattle of other 
members of his clan to graze where they can find fodder. Wells, 
in particular, belong to the whole group, and are jealously 
guarded on their behalf. They are, naturally, a frequent ground 
of dispute as between different tribes, and men may often have 
to fight for their possession,^ but within the group no member 
can claim rights of priority. 

The note contained in Gen. xxvi. 12, which states that Isaac 
sowed corn and reaped in the same year a hundredfold, may 
be held to suggest that the tradition described early Israel, even 
in the wilderness, as half-nomads rather than as a shepherd- 
tribe pure and simple. A group w^hich has control of an oasis 
may raise a few occasional crops, even though its main depen- 
dence is on its flocks. Date-palms are almost certainly grown, 
and, in ancient times, probably no other fruit. Barley may be 
sown and reaped within a few months, and it is possible to 
cultivate some vegetables. All these togetlier form a welcome 
change to a diet which consists mainly of milk in various forms, 
liquid and solid, with occasional game and the very rare 
(probably only annual) meal of the flesh of the domestic animals 
taken under sacrificial conditions. 

The clothing of the nomad may include the skins of his 
animals or of the wild creatures whom he hunts for food, but is 
more usually a cloth woven of wool or of hair. The tents in 
which he lives are generally of this latter material, and the tents 
of tlie Bedawin are characteristically black, since this is the 
commonest colour of the goat. Linen may be obtained by trade 
With agricultural lands if there are any near enough to the 
centre of the tribe’s range. Apart from spinning and weaving, 
the chief arts are those of the potter and of the smith. The latter 
is the more highly specialized, and belongs properly to a wander- 
ing tribe which carries its craft with it. In general, we may say 
that the life of the nomad and of the semi-nomad is simple, and 
its political organization elementary. There is thus compara- 
tively little room for the complications which beset a more 
® * Cpt c.g. Gen. xxvi. 15-22. 
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advanced order of society, and free play is given for individual 
responsibility and enterprise. 

It is on this last point that we need to lay the greatest stress 
in our study of Israel and of her history. Her ideal ancestors 
belonged to an order of society in which the value of persons 
far outweighed that of things. There was a passion for freedom, 
a love of independence, an impatience of external control, 
which distinguished the shepherd races from those of the more 
settled lands. Authority might in certain circumstances be 
exercised, and by certain persons, but it was always strictly 
limited, and, except within the actual family, none had rights 
over the person of another free member of the tribe. The con- 
ception of a governing class was foreign to their thinking, and an 
autocratic power was repulsive to their instincts. To one another 
the members of the tribe were brethren, and while they might 
accept the command of one of their number for special occasions, 
such as war, the restraints of authority were unnatural to them. 
Slavery was common, but it may be taken for granted that the 
slave was a foreigner, or of foreign descent, being often the son of 
a captive woman taken in war. But this fact does not affect the 
essential attitude of the old Semitic nomad. The Greek ideal 
was the autonomy of the city-state; that of the Aramaean nomad 
was personal and individual liberty, and he could not bear the 
curtailment of his independence by any other member of his 
clan. This feeling, wherever it has appeared, has undoubtedly 
brought grave dangers with it, and has often proved a drawback 
to the development of the people. It has prevented them from 
forming anything like a strong centralized state, and has 
helped to keep them organized into very small and rather unruly 
communities. But there is in it an element without which no 
society can be really stable, a respect for personality as such, and 
an insistence on the rights of the individual, which must be 
cultivated if the community is to retain its real strength. The 
ancient Semitic nomad would not have understood the term 
democracy^ but he had deeply planted within him an unconscious 
theory of life which corresponded to the attitude which that 
word indicates in common speech. That which the free 
Athenian citizen of the fifth century b.c. boasted as his highest 
achievement was taken for granted by the ideal ancestors of 
Israel. It will be necessary to bear this fact in mind as we follow 
the course of Israelite history, for the^reseilce of this feeling— 
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it was hardly an idea, and developed no vocabulary— was of 
profound importance both to the actual life of the nation and to 
the message which the Hebrew had ultimately to give to the 
world. 

It is obvious that in so simple a social constitution as that of the 
wandering shepherd, or Bedawin, life is free from a vast number 
of difficulties which beset man in the more complicated agri- 
cultural and industrial orders. He has not yet entered a field 
of which every yard is set with pitfall or with trap, and a social 
ethic can hardly be said to have begun. Morality deals mainly 
with matters which affect the tribe as a whole. The questions 
of primary importance are those which concern the actual life 
of the community, those which bear on its man-power or the 
purity of its blood, in other words those which deal with sex- 
relations and with murder. In the former of these two classes 
the pastoral tribes as a rule seem to have a comparatively high 
standard, normally above that observed among agricultural 
peoples.^ Life is more severe, with less of ease and luxury, and 
the constant unending struggle for existence, lacking even the 
seasons of comparative plenty w^hich enable the farmer to relax 
his efforts for a short time, tends to weaken the force of natural 
passion, while the absence of alcohoP from the normal life of 
the nomad contributes to his powers of self-control. The com- 
munity may be polygamous or even polyandrous (though it 
may be doubted whether polyandry was ever found among the 
Semites), but its sex behaviour is regulated by strict rules, and 
the rules are observed. One of the darkest features of the 
agricultural life of the ancient world is to be found in the low 
sexual standard set by its religion, and nearly ever)^¥liere in the 
ancient east we find the cult of fertility deities, involving sacra- 
mental fornication. Such a practice is not merely foreign, but 
utterly abhorrent, to the mind of the nomad, and through all 
her history there was an element in Israel which revolted against 
the ritual in vogue at the great sanctuaries of the agricultural 
world. 

The demand for the maintenance of the man-power of the 
tribe is closely connected with animistic or even pre-animistic 

* It is said, for instance, by persons familiar with Africa, that the Masai, who are 
nomads, have a higher standard of sexual morality than the agricultural tribes of 
central Africa. 

® This is not invariaMc; cp. intoxicating spirit made by the Mongols from 
marc’s milk. 
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ideas about blood. As one of the ^givers of life* blood has a mys- 
terious essence and power, almost amounting to a personality. 
We hear the blood "'crying from the ground*, and unsatisfied 
until it is avenged. The rule that nothing can atone for the blood 
that has been shed except the blood of the slayer is primitive, 
and it is only later that the possibility of any commutation 
enters men’s minds. But as the theory weakens, the importance 
of maintaining the life of the tribe grows, and it is clearly im- 
possible to allow its men to be killed with impunity. Long after 
the cry of the blood has lost its power, men continue to demand 
reparation, partly as a deterrent and partly as compensation. 
It is not always the life of the slayer; a sum of money maybe 
laid upon him as a fine,^ and it is noticeable that at this stage it 
is the dead man’s relatives who decide whether it shall be 
accepted. It is they who have suffered, no longer the dead, and 
it is they who must be satisfied. 

Our interpretation of the political and social condition of 
Israel in the nomad period necessarily depends largely on 
analogies drawn from the modern Bedawin. But there is one 
outstanding difference between the ancient and the modern 
nomad, probably applying to all such peoples in the ancient 
world, and certainly to Israel. That difference lies in the part 
played by religion. There are, it is true, numerous rites and 
ceremonies to be observed by the modern Bedawin, many of 
them relics of pre-Moslem days, and there are numerous 
shrines consisting of the tombs of saints, at which prayer is 
especially meritorious. But the ancient nomad went much 
further. While he recognized that his deity had a special home, 
and could be most safely approached in a particular spot, he 
seems always in a sense to have carried his god with him. There 
was a sacred emblem, some article which, though it might not 
in itself be an object of worship, yet served as an outward symbol 
of the presence of the god, and could be treated as though it 
were the god. There can be no doubt that Israel believed that 
they carried Yahweh with them, though this did not prevent 
them from feeling that it was at the sacred mountain that they 
could come most surely into touch with Him. In Exod. xxxii. 

1 2~i 6 we have Moses pleading for some assurance of the presence 
of Yahweh with him and his people in their wanderings through 

* Cp. the Anglo-Saxon ^Wergild’ and similar payments among other early 
Germanic peoples. ^ 
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the wilderness. Moses asks for the "presence^ (literally^ ®the 
face’), and this is promised to him.^ In Exod. xxiii. 20 fF. the 
‘^angeF of Yahweh is promised as a guide. But neither of these 
can be regarded as being actually an emblem or symbol of 
Yahweh, still less Yahweh Himself. All we know of the primi- 
tive mind leads us to seek for some material object which could 
be carried about with Israel through their wanderings, perform- 
ing the normal functions of the tribal god and receiving divine 
honours. 

In later Israel, three such objects claimed to date from the 
period of Moses. These are the Bull, the Snake, and the Ark. 
The first was revered at a number of sanctuaries, the second at 
Jerusalem (and possibly elsewhere), and the third also had its 
home during the monarchical period in the Judahite capital. It 
was the last which finally made good its claim as against the 
others, and it is interesting to note how the old traditions 
respecting the other two were preserved, though almost 
certainly in a form adapted to the triumph of the Ark. 

In Exod. xxxii we have the tragic story of the people who had 
been led from Egypt to find a new god, losing their leader 
without having discovered their deity. They resort to another 
method, and Aaron makes a golden ^calF. Discovery and 
terrible punishment follow when Moses actually returns. Now 
we may with reason suspect that some such story was told at 
Bethel, and possibly at other Bull-sanctuaries, to explain why 
Yahweh was worshipped under the form of an ox. But there 
would have been striking differences. The making of the image 
would not have been an act of apostasy, but a legitimate method 
of worship, and the story itself still contains evidence of the 
theory underlying the action. Aaron is represented as saying 
in his defence that ‘there came out this calF (Exod. xxxii. 24), 
suggesting that he had poured the molten metal into water and 
been guided by the form it assumed on its sudden cooling, in 
the belief that the new God Yahweh would thus reveal the 
shape under which He would be adored. But we may further 
suspect that in the original story, as told at the Bull sanctuaries, 
it was not Aaron (who in tradition is always elsewhere an 
ecclesiastical figure rather than a real man) but Moses himself 

® For a new theory, interestingly propounded, of the ‘presence* sec Morgenstern, 
Th Oldest Document of the Hexateuch, pp. 8-12, 44-7, where the ‘Panim* of Yahw^eh 
is held to be a technical tCrm for the Kcnite priesthood. 


NOMAD ISRAEL 109 

who performed this operation. Certainly there was in the mind 
of Israel^ prior to the latter part of the eighth century, no 
thought of possible impropriety in the cult of Yahweh as a 
Bull-god. 

Even in the form in which the tradition has been handed 
down to us, the original snake^ is the work of Moses. But in the 
story of Num. xxi. 4-9 the bronze serpent is constructed in 
order to save the people from the effects of snake-bite — a piece 
of ‘medicine’ which is redolent of sympathetic magic. Yet the 
actual worship of the snake had a strong hold on Judah, as we 
see from 2 Kgs. xviii. 4, where Hezekiah breaks it in pieces,^ 
and we are probably justified in assuming that popular tradition 
told of its establishment by Moses as an object of worship. 

We are thus left with the Ark. Now the Ark was simply a box, 
and it may be taken for granted that its sanctity was not inde- 
pendent, but was derived from that which was carried in it.^ 
Tradition stated that it contained two stones, and the orthodox 
form of the story held that they were the stones on which the 
terms of the Covenant were inscribed. An older belief, however, 
was that the Ark contained the very presence and person of 
Yahweh Himself. Thus when the Ark moved out to battle, the 
formula recited over it was ^Arise^ 0 Yahweh^ and let thy enemies 
be scattered^ and let them that hate thee flee before ihee^^ the correspond- 
ing formula when it returned from battle being ^Return^ O 
Yahweh^ to the myriads of the families of Israel A When the sons of 
Eli take the Ark into battle, the Philistines recognize that the 
God of Israel has come into the camp.s Though they capture 
the God of Israel, He is not defeated, and exhibits His authority 
on the Philistine god Dagon, forcing him to do homage. Most 
instructive of all is the story of the return of the Ark from 
Philistine territory.^ It is placed on a cart, two cows are 
harnessed to it, and their calves shut up behind them. In spite 
of the mother passion which would naturally impel them to rush 
at once to their calves, they move away, no man laying a hand 

* Serpent-worship is very widely spread. There w^as, for instance, a serpent 
goddess worshipped in Crete. Cp. CAH. Plates, vol. i, pp. 116-19. Jerusalem 
seems to have had Philistine affinities before the time of David, and the Bronze 
Snake may have had ultimately a Cretan ancestry. 

* It is worth observing that the attendants of Yahweh in Isa. vi arc beings which 
apparently belong to the same species as the snake of worship—the ‘seraph’. 

^ The tendency to regard the Ark as empty, and to hold that no material object 
was used to represent Yahweh, seems to ascribe far too lofty a conception to a 
primitive people. Num. x. 35, 36. * i Sa 24 i. iv. y-C ^ i Sam. vi. 10-14. 
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on thenij down the middle of the roady without swerving to 
right or left, towards Beth-shemesh« They are quite helpless and 
can indicate their misery and express their instincts only by 
continuous lowing. Clearly they are being driven, and by a 
power greater than any human force, for no man could so 
control cows robbed of their calves. No mere stones, however 
sacred be the inscription they bear, are thus driving the 
animals ; it is an intensely powerful personality. 

At a later day, then, the stones were held to embody the very 
presence of Yahweh, and it is they rather than the Ark itself 
which are the real objects of worship. Now the bull and the 
snake, in one form or another, are familiar in the nature-worship 
of the agricultural Canaanites before the advent of Israel,^ and 
we are justified in concluding that they were adopted by the 
immigrants from their predecessors, along with much else in the 
spheres of social and religious life. Of the three claimants for 
originality, it is almost certainly the stones which have the best 
title to being called Mosaic, and we may regard it as highly 
probable that Israel carried the box which contained them 
throughout their nomad period, from the days of the Covenant 
till it found its final resting-place in Solomon’s temple.^ 

It goes without sa)dng that Yahweh must have had His own 
tent and establishment. Hence the tradition of the Tabernacle. 
We need not assume the historicity of the details given in Exodus 
and Numbers, for these come from a later time (P), and 
obviously reflect the temple of Solomon. But we may be sure 
that there was a sacred tent, and that the God who dwelt in it 
had His own attendants. Concerning them we have two tradi- 
tions, the one stating that it was Joshua who made his home in 
the tent, 3 while the dominant theory was that the responsibility 
devolved on the family of Moses. The introduction of Aaron 
maybe due to a tradition which developed at a later period, but, 
in any case, the connexion with Moses remained. He was the first 
priest, and even Aaron derived his sanctity from Mm> 

^ Numinous stones, too, arc common enough in pre-Israelite Palestine, though 
they seem to be sacred objects rather than actual deities, especially in the form of 
Masseboth. But stones are more likely to have been carried by nomads. 

^ We have no reason to suppose that the earliest traditions stated that the Law 
or any part of it was inscribed on the stones. This theory seems to be the attempt 
of a later age to avoid the impression of ‘idolatry* which, would be' 'involved in 
ascribing to Yahweh any material form, 

Exod. xxxiii. ii. 

^ Cp. G. B. Gray, Sacr^ce in tKe Old Tesimnmt (1925), pp. 194-210, 
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The functions of the Ark in the Israelite community may be 
briefly sketched* In domestic matters it was the supreme 
authority, and so became inevitably the chief judicial tribunal* 
A case at law might be terminated by an oath taken in the 
presence of Yahweh; perjury was so terrible as to be unthinkable 
—or if the decision turned on an obscure point of law rather 
than on a point of fact, the sacred lot would be called into 
action, and this, being controlled by no human power, would be 
held to indicate the will of Yahweh. No treaty could be made 
without His consent. I War was necessarily a sacrament, and 
could be undertaken only under Yahweh’s auspices. At critical 
times He himself might take part in a battle and turn the tide 
in favour of His own tribe. In early warfare it seems that 
the two sides would face one another, and the battle would 
begin with a charge made by one of the two or by both simul- 
taneously. But before actual contact took place one or the 
other often lost heart and turned in flight.^ Hebrew had a 
regular technical term for this battle panic, which, like all other 
inexplicable psychological states, was attributed directly to 
divine activity.3 Thus leading His troops, Yahweh performed 
one of the primary duties of ancient oriental royalty, and here 
as in all else, the Israelite constitution was an absolute monarchy, 
with Yahweh as the King. 

^ Cp. Josh. ix. 14, where Israel is trapped into the Gibeonite treaty through 
failure to consult Yahweh, though no further penalty is imposed on tlie people. 

^ Cp. c.g. Josh. vii. 4, I Sam. iv. 2, 10, &c. 

^ Gp. T. H. Robinson, ‘Note on the use of the Hebrew root NGP.*, AJSL, xlvi. 
(1929-30), pp. 198 ff. 


Chapter VIII 

THE CONQUEST OF PALESTINE 

SUMMARY 

[Our records tell us of an abortive attempt to conquer Palestine from 
the southj and we have no reason to question their historicity on this 
point. But the main assault was delivered from the east, and falls 
into three periods, (a) the conquest of Transjordania, (b) the estab- 
lishment of the tribes in western Palestine, (r) the rise of Israel to 
dominance. 

(a) Several semi-nomad peoples, especially Edom, Moab, and 
Ammon, seem to have settled in the neighbourhood of Palestine 
before the advent of Israel. The latter made no attempt to occupy 
their territory, but, moving northward to the east of Jordan, defeated 
an Amorite king named Sihon and took possession of his land. The 
boundary betw^een eastern Israel and Moab was always in dispute, 
however, and fluctuated from the Arnon nearly as far as the Jabbok. 

(b) There seem to have been three distinct waves of invasion. The 
first probably came from the south, and was made by tribes such as 
Kenites and Kenizzites who were later absorbed in the general term 
Judah, though the original Judah seems to have been a settled 
Canaanite people rather than a clan of nomad Aramaeans. This 
advance secured the country to the south of Hebron. 

The second and most important of the three was the invasion of the 
Joseph tribes under Joshua. Crossing the Jordan at a time when the 
river was dammed by a landslide near the mouth of the Jabbok, 
Joshua made himself master of Jericho and the plain about it, and then 
moved up into the central range. Here he captured Ai, and secured 
an alliance with Gibeon, which gave him command of the middle of 
the mountainous district. A coalition of the kings of tlie district was 
defeated at Beth-horon, and Israelites were now masters of the hills 
in the centre of Palestine, whence they spread northwards, though 
their progress was checked by the line of fortresses covering the plain 
ofEsdraelon. 

The third wave occupied the extreme north. The conquest, 
though ascribed to Joshua, was probably the work of a later genera- 
tion, since there appears to be a reference to it in Judges iv. We have 
thus three centres of Aramaean settlement, the north being cut off 
from the centre by the fortresses which stretched fi'om Beth-shean to 
Megiddo, and the centre from the south, probably by Judah, which 
remained Canaanite till nearer the time of David. This latter divi- 
sion persisted, with more or less prominence, throughout the whole 
history of Israel, 

(c) The dominancMJ of the Aramaean invaders over their prede- 
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cessors was secured during what we call the period of the Judges. 
These were inspired military heroes who rose from time to time to 
deliver Israel from foreign oppressors. Seldom was the enemy a 
Canaanite, most were invaders from across the Jordan, seeking to do 
what Israel had already done. In these cases Israel was fighting the 
battle of the Canaanites as well as her own, and the repeated struggles 
went far to weld the whole population into a unity. 

The climax was reached with the coming of the Philistines. For 
the moment there was no external power which was strong enough 
to make good a claim to Palestine, and, but for the resistance made 
by Israel, the Philistines might have established a new empire there. 
It was after the repulse successively of Moab, and of various nomad 
tribes, that the serious struggle against the Philistines began, but 
in these earlier conflicts we have already the first tentative efforts 
towards a monarchy which should unite all races and all parts of the 
country. This tendency is especially manifest in the stories of Gideon 
and of Abimelech. 

In the stories of Samson we find ourselves at a point where the 
Philistines were pressing Israel hard, and the tribe nearest to them, 
that of Dan, was reduced to very small limits. Not long afterwards 
they were compelled to migrate and to find a new home in the far 
north. The Philistines continued their advance, and finally com- 
pleted their conquest of the country by their victory at Ebenezer 
and the destruction of Shiloh. Archaeological evidence shows that 
they went still further, and, since they certainly took Beth-shean from 
the Egyptian garrison, they probably made themselves masters of the 
whole country. 

As compared with her predecessors, Israel had now made good her 
position as that of a military aristocracy. Her lack of co-ordination 
had led to her failure against the Philistines, but there were signs that 
a real unity would be achieved. She had brought into Palestine some- 
thing of the vigour and elan of the nomad, a sense of a common 
blood, and, most of ail, a unifying force in her recognition of Yahweh 
as her national God. It is true that in His worship she had largely 
adopted Ganaanite ritual and theory, but the unity was there in 
embryo, and there was the possibility that in due time it would pro- 
duce its effect] 

W E cannot be sure how long the purely nomad period of 
Israel’s history lasted. Biblical tradition puts it down at 
forty years, i.e. to a whole generation; the period may have been 
longer, it cannot have been shorter.^ The Old Testament 
narrative states that after the ratification of the Covenant, the 

® Num. xiv, 32, 33, ^c, • 
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people remained for some time in the neighbourhood of the 
sacred mountain, and then sent out spies to examine the landJ 
The report that came back was so discouraging that they 
refused to make an attempt on the country, in spite of the advice 
given by one of the spies, Caleb, ^ and the direct command of 
Yahweh.3 Yahweh’s anger was manifested, and they were 
condemned to wander in the desert till all the adult members of 
the community had passed away. Hearing this sentence they 
changed their minds, and determined to make the attempt. 
But it was too late; Yahweh refused to go with them, and they 
were defeated "with slaughter. There followed a period of 
thirty-eight years^ wandering in the wilderness, at the end of 
which Caleb and Joshua were the only survivors of the genera- 
tion with which the Covenant had originally been made. 5 They 
found themselves once more in the neighbourhood of the 
sacred mountain,^ and then turned eastwards, circling round 
the south of Edom^ and the east of Moab,^ in order to avoid 
conflict with kindred tribes. In Gilead, however, they met with 
Sihon,^ king of the Amorites, and to the north with Og, the 
gigantic king of Bashan.^^ Both of these they conquered and 
took their territory. They then prepared to cross the Jordan, 
but two tribes, which preferred to retain their pastoral life, 
Reuben and Gad,^^ received permission to make their per- 
manent home to the east of Jordan, on condition that their 
fighting forces should unite with the rest in the conquest of 
the land. 

At this point Moses died,^^ ^nd his place w^'as taken by Joshua, 
w^ho led the people across the Jordan and proceeded to conquer 
the land. For the story of the actual conquest we have tw^o 
different presentations. According to the one, which is confined 

^ Num. xiii, xiv. 

* So the older narrative (JE;e.g.Num. xiii. 30); the later (P; c.g. Num. xiv. 6) 
adds Joshua. 

^ The account in Num. xiii is composite, one element being F, the other a com- 
bined JE in which the two original sources are no longer distinguishable. Accord- 
ing to P the spies reported tliat the land was not worth occupying, ‘it is a land that 
eateth up the inhabitants thereof’ (v. 32); according to the older sources, they 
stated that it was a good and luxuriant country, but tliat the inhabitants were too 
powerful to be successfully attacked (v. 31), 

^ Deut. ii. 14. s Qp. Num. xiv. 30, 38, xxxii. 12. ^ Num. xx. i, 

’’ Num. XX. 14-21, Deut. ii. 4-6. ^ Deut. ii. 9. 

® Num. xxi. 21-6, Deut. h. 26-36. Num. xxl. 33-5, Deut, hi, i If. 

“ Num. xxxii. The ‘half tribe of Manasseh’ (Machir) seems to be a later addition, 
and may have re-crossed ohe Jordan from the west. Deut xxxiv. 
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to the book of Joshua, the Israelites conquered all the land in a few 
short campaigns^ exterminated their predecessors, and proceeded 
to divide up the whole country between the tribes. According 
to the other, which is represented in certain passages in the 
book of Joshua and in the book of Judges, the conquest was 
partial, incomplete, and slow, extending over many generations, 
and resulting as much in the fusion of the old inhabitants with 
the new as in the supersession of the one by the other. It is 
generally recognized that the former of the two is late and 
highly idealized, while the second (almost certainly the earlier 
in date) not unfairly represents the actual course of the 
events. 

The whole period clearly falls into three divisions, {a) the 
conquest of Transjordania, (h) the establishment of Israelite 
tribes in western Palestine, (r) the rise of Israel to predominance 
in Palestine. The first of these is covered by the last seventeen 
chapters of the book of Numbers (except the ritual sections which 
belong clearly to P), the second roughly by the book of Joshua, 
and the third by the book of Judges and the first few chapters 
of I Samuel, 

{a) THE GONqUEST OF TRANSJORDANIA 

Israel was not the first Aramaean group to seek and to find a 
settled home in the west. They were preceded by three peoples 
whom they recognized as akin to them, though two, Moab and 
Ammon, were but distantly related to Israel in tradition, being 
descended from Lot, the nephew of Abraham. Edom, on the 
other hand, was held to be a very near relative, as its ancestry 
was ascribed to Esau, the brother of Jacob. Of the three, Moab 
seems to have been much the most advanced, for while the 
greater part of the country the tribe occupied was fit only for 
pasture, I there are fertile spots where the soil can be and is 
regularly cultivated. The land of Edom, except about Petra, ^ is 
rocky and wild, and the people can never have advanced far 
beyond the nomad stage. Ammon, while it had a city, Rabbah, 
hardly rose above the level of the modern Bedawin, and ranged 
over a country whose frontiers are very difficult to define. They 
had, nevertheless, to be taken into account by the advancing 

Gp. 2 Kgs. iii. 4. ^ 

* For the most recent account of Petra see B|^kitt, Palestine in General History, 
pp. 87-98. 
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Israelites. Both Moab and Edom^ seem to have developed into 
organized states, with an established monarchy, before the 
appearance of Israel. 

In the circumstances it is not surprising that the narrative 
speaks of Israel as making a circuit about the lands of these two 
peoples. The frontier of Moab, however, was always uncertain, 
since there was a large district claimed by both Israel and Moab. 
The former insisted that their territory east of Jordan extended 
as far south as the Arnon, i.e. half-way down the eastern side of 
the Dead Sea. This claim was made throughout Hebrew 
history,^ but it can seldom have been enforced. Even in the 
ninth century, Mesha^ speaks of certain cities well to the north 
of the Arnon as having been wrongfully seized by Israel and 
recovered by him, and his native city of Dibon itself lies to the 
north of the main stream. It may be doubted w^hether this 
place was ever in Israelite hands. In Num. xxi the claim is 
based on the fact of a double conquest. There is no doubt of the 
defeat of Sihon, king of Heshbon, by Israel, and the account of 
this is immediately followed by an ancient song, taken appar- 
ently from the folk-lore of the district, which commemorates a 
victory of Sihon over Moab.^ The argument is that since this 
land had been given to Sihon, it must belong to his conquerors, 
i.e. to Israel — reasoning which may have had a certain logical 
validity, but lacked the strength afforded by actual possession 
of the object in dispute. The site assigned to the battle in which 
Israel defeated Sihon is Jahaz, which appears to have been in 
or near one of the upper valleys leading into the Arnon. ^ 
Heshbon, indicated as Sihon’s capital, is almost on a level with 
the northern end of the Dead Sea, and there seems no doubt 
that Moab’s territory seldom if ever stretched north of that 

* Cp. the Israelite tradition of Edomite Icings, preserved in Gen. xxxvi. 3 1-9, 
and the evidence in Judges iii. 12 ff. for a Moabite monarchy in the period of the 
Judges. 

^ Gp. c.g. Num. xxi. 24, Josh. xii. i, Judges xi. 22, 2 Kgs. x. 33, 

^ Gp. MI., I. 8 (Ba'al-Me*on), Lit (*Ataroth), !. 14 (Nebo). 

^ There is in some quarters a tendency to interpret, tliis as evidence that Sihon 
was really king of Moab,. and that the conquest of this district did not actually take 
place till the accession of the dynasty of Omri. Cp. E. Meyer, /AC, p. 530 £ But this 
is to misunde.rstand the song in Num. xxi. 27-30, and we may suspect that Meyer's 
date (ninth centur>J is much too late. It is possible that the first clause, in v. 27^, is 
no part of tlie o.riginaI song, but was prefixed by the Israelite editor. The rest 
clearly indicates that Moab had su.ffered from the invasion of S.i.hon, who had seized 
not only Medcba, but even Dibon and the whole territory down to^ the Arnon. 

» Cp.G.A.Smith,HC3a.,p.*559,n.8. 
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pointj though it must at one time have extended far enough to 
enable Moab to hold the fords of Jordan near Jericho.^ In after 
days the whole of this country was occupied by Damascus^^ but 
that does not invalidate the claim of Israel, since this is recognized 
on all hands as being a late conquest. But with respect to the 
country above the eastern coast of the Dead Sea, the utmost 
that can be admitted is that it may for a time have been in the 
hands of Israel in the days of the early conquest. 

It was in connexion with this first of Israelite conquests that 
the Hebrew tradition introduced the familiar incident of Balaam. 
The story needs no repetition; suffice it to say that the prophecies 
of Balaam are brought into the narrative at this point probably 
in order to emphasize the authority which Israel claimed over 
Moab in the ninth century and, perhaps, earlier. 

Deuteronomic tradition^ recorded a conquest still farther to 
the north, the kingdom of Og in Bashan being occupied by Israel 
after that of Sihon. The decisive battle is said to have taken 
place at Edrei, which lies east of the source of the Yarmuk.4 
There is no early record of the occupation of the country lying 
between the Jabbok and the Yarmuk, still less of the seizure 
of Bashan, yet in later times both were claimed for Israel. It 
is sometimes supposed that these districts were taken by settlers 
who crossed the Jordan from the west, and that their conquest 
was read back into the story of Moses by later Hebrew tradition.5 
Certainly, the northern half of Gilead played a very important 
part in the later history of the monarchy, while the district 
about the Jabbok was one of the strongholds of the house of 
Saul. But the territory to the east of Jordan was always a 
doubtful possession of Israel, for it was threatened from the 
south by Moab, and from the north by Damascus, while it was 
exposed to Ammonite raids from the east. At the same time 
we must recognize the fact that there were clans, mainly of 
nomads,^ to the east of Jordan, who claimed kinship with 
Israel, and regarded themselves as worshippers of YahwehJ 
This fact had, as we shall see, a profound influence on the later 
development of Israelite thought 

^ Cp. Judges iii. 13. 

“ Gp. 2 Kgs. X. 33. 

2 It is now generally held that Num. xxi. 33-5 is taken from Deut. iii, 1-3. 

See G. A. Smith, p. 576. 

s For a discussion of this point see G. A. Smith, op, pp. 577 £, n. 

* Gp. Num. xxxii. I, Judges V, 16, 17a. * ^ ? Cp.MI.,1. 18. 
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{b) THE CONQUEST OF WESTERN PALESTINE 

Whether we identify the Israelite invaders of Palestine with 
the Habiru or not, it is clear that their attacks illustrate the 
Aramaean invasions which resulted in the establishment of 
Israel to the west of the Jordan. The conquest was a long and 
slow process, and while we may date its commencement from 
the first assaults made by the tribes, we cannot hold it to have 
been complete until after the establishment of the monarchy. 
Jerusalem was captured only by David, and Gezer did not pass 
into Israelite hands until Solomon was on the throne. It must 
be remembered that throughout the whole period Egypt 
claimed suzerainty over Palestine, and while we have reason to 
believe that, partly owing to internal weakness, partly to Hittite 
intrigue, and partly to Philistine invasion, that authority was 
often no more than nominal, it was liable to be asserted by 
military force whenever Eg}- pt w^as strong enough to send an army 
across the isthmus of Suez, It was such an exhibition of force, 
probably under one of the last kings of the twenty-first dynasty, 
which secured Gezer for Solomon, and so provided his dominions 
with a fortress which could protect him from Philistine attacks. 

The grounds for holding that Israel was in Palestine before 
the time of the nineteenth dynasty have already been discussed J 
Traditions preserved in Israel and traceable at least as far back 
as the eighth, or even the ninth, century b.c. suggest that the 
attack was delivered in successive waves, probably all indepen- 
dent one of another, and, further, that none of them was 'wholly 
successful in conquering the land. The invasions of the south, 
the centre, and the north appear to have had little or nothing in 
common, though tradition has naturally tended to ascribe them 
all to the progress of the best known of the heroes of this age, 
Joshua the son of Nun. 

We have in Num. xiv. 39-45 an account of an abortive attack 
from the south, placed by the writer immediately after the 
incident of the spies. It is- stated here that the Israelites went up 
into "the mountain’, i.e. the hill countiy lying between Kadesh 
and Palestine proper, and that they w^ere repulsed by the united 
forces of the Amaiekites and the Canaanites, being pursued as 
far as Hormali.^ Num. xxi, 1-3 describes a raid made on Israel 

pp. 74 ff. 

^ Site ’inknown, but cp. Garstamg, Joshua and Judges,, pp. 82, 216 [1931], where 
the possible iocation at 1^. Mellf is mentioned. 
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by ‘'the Canaanite, the king of Arad’, who took captive a number 
of Israelites. Thereupon Israel attacked him in turn, and 
devoted Hormah to the ban, leaving it utterly desolate. In 
Judges i. I-3 we read that Judah was the first to enter the land, 
in company with Simeon,^ and in verses 16 f. it is said that, 
joined by the Kenites (with whom Moses was connected by 
marriage), they attacked Arad,^ and then these united tribes 
proceeded to lay waste the city of Zephath, to which they then 
gave the name of Hormah. 

We have thus three different narratives, each of which gives 
an account of the name Hormah, and all seem to represent 
different forms of the tradition. A combination of the first two 
suggests that Israel took vengeance for a defeat at Hormah, and 
the third implies that it was not the whole of Israel that was 
involved in these operations, but merely a group containing 
Judah, Simeon, and some of the Kenites. This leads us to 
believe that at one stage in the growth of tradition Judah was 
held to have made an independent attack on the south and to 
have sacked Hormah. This form of the story may well have 
described further conquests in the south by the same group, and 
have been modified later in the interests of the dominant theory 
that the whole people moved together under Joshua, and that 
the only assault was that delivered across the Jordan, through 
the plain of Jericho. But we have already seen^ that Judah was 
held, in some forms of the tradition, to have been resident 
in the land long before the general immigration, and the 
narratives taken together may imply an entirely indepen- 
dent invasion of the country, which had nothing to do with 
Joshua and may have taken place even before the Exodus 
itself. The expedition was not wholly successful, since Simeon 
disappears from history after this point. The mention of these 
tribes may be due to the later theory of the conquest, or it may 
originate in an earlier belief that the two clans did actually 

^ We have, on the other hand, a very ancient tradition to the effect that Simeon 
and Levi were responsible for the overthrow of Shechem (Gen. xxxiv. 25 f), and 
we are probably justified in assuming that this is to be interpreted as the action of 
tribes rather than that of individuals (see above, pp. 53 ff.). The condemnation 
of these two tribes in Gen. xlix. 5-7 seems to refer to some such story, and the diver- 
gent tradition presents us with a problem for which no easy solution is obvious. 
This is, however, the less serious in view of the fact that, whenever it was that 
Simeon entered Palestine, the tribe seems to have disappeared at an early date. 

* The text of the passage is somewhat uncertain, but this seems to be the general 
meaning of that used by the LXX. Arad is the iaoderif Tell Arad. ^ p. 6i» 
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conquer the cities of the maritime plain mentioned in Judges 
i, 185 retaining them until the arrival of the Philistines^ though 
it is unlikely that so extensive an occupation really took place. 
Verse 19 tells us that the lower land was not taken, because its 
inhabitants possessed iron chariots, and we may doubt whether 
in the earliest times Judah was held to be a part of Israel at alL 
In any case, all the traditions point to an attempt made from 
the south, attended by indifferent success, and some forms of 
tradition connect this assault with the tribe of Judah, 

Some further light may, perhaps, be thrown on this question 
by the narrative of Judges i. 11-15, w’^hich records the capture 
of Kiriath Sepher, or Debir. The site has not been identified 
with certainty, though it has been located at the modern ed- 
Daheriyah,^ but clearly it lay to the south of Hebron, and was, 
except for springs, a dry district. It was occupied, not by 
Judahites proper, but by Caleb and Othniel, who were Keniz- 
zites. In Gen. xv. 19 this tribe is enumerated, along with the 
Kenites, as a people resident in Palestine before the advent of 
Israel, and the priestly genealogy regarded them as an Edomite 
clan.2 All tradition thus tends to show that they were among 
those southern groups which were on the border-line of Israel 
and were partially absorbed into Judah, and thus supports the 
view that there was an element at least of the later Judah already 
in Palestine before the days of the invasion under Joshua. A 
tradition preserved in Josh. xv. 13 assigns Hebron also to Caleb. 
This, however, is inconsistent with the statement in Josh. x. 3 
that the king of Hebron was among the vassals summoned by 
the king of Jerusalem to the assault on Gibeon, and we may 
suspect that the city w'as not reckoned Israelite (or should we 
rather say Calebite?) until a later day, wdietlier it was taken by 
conquest or incorporated through more peaceful means. The 
early history of the tribe of Judah is even more obscure than 
that of most of the others, and we have to wait till the time of 
David before we have unmistakable evidence of its existence 
and of its self-consciousness. ^ Once its unity 'was recognized, 
and its supremacy secured through David, the accretion of many 
southern traditions would follow inevitably. 

^ Gp. G. A. Smith, HGHL.^ pp. 279 f., and, for objections to th,is view, Cheyne 
in EB,, art. ‘Kiriath Sepher’, cols. 2,681 f. Albright believes it to have occupied the 
site of the modern Tell Beit Mirsim. See Bulkiin of tfm American Schools , of Oriental 
Besearch No. 15 (Oct. 1924), pp. f. No. 31 (Oct. 1928), pp. i ff*.; Garstang, op, cil, 
pp. 21 1 fiu * Gen, xxxvi. x i. See Additional Note A, pp. 169 £.■ ■ 
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The second wave of invasion was that in which the Joseph tribes 
were prominent, under the leadership of Joshua. Tradition 
is fairly full, and probably reliable in outline, except for the 
ecclesiastical elements due to the presence of a priestly element 
in the story as we have it. Possibly, also, in the account of the 
fall of Jericho we have a tradition which belongs to an earlier 
age than the rest. It begins with the crossing of the Jordan, and 
tells ^ how the stream was dammed, and allowed the Israelites 
to cross over dryshod. As Cheyne has pointed out,^ there was no 
need of a miracle to enable Israel to cross the river, for there 
are at least two fords opposite Jericho, which would have been 
practicable for the people. Some unusual event, therefore, 
must be behind the story of the stoppage of Jordan, and that 
may be found in the mention of Adam opposite Zarethan, six- 
teen miles above the Jericho fords, at the point where the Jabboh 
enters the river. Within historical times it has happened that 
a heavy fall from the hills has thrown a dam right across the 
river, and checked its current for a time, and we need not doubt 
that the memory of some such event in the distant past remained 
in Israel. It is quite possible that one or other of the marauding 
bands crossed the river bed in such conditions. 

The crossing of the river is immediately followed, as the story 
runs in our Bible, by the circumcision of the whole people. We 
have here 3 a third account of the origin of the rite. In Exod. iv. 
25-6 ( J) it is traced back to Moses, while in Gen. xvii. 9-14 its intro- 
duction is ascribed to a divine command given to Abraham (P). 
The present passage must, therefore, be E’s account of its insti- 
tution. The custom is, of course, very widely spread, especially 
among African peoples, and it is worth observing that only those 
Semites who were within the reach of Egyptian influence 
practised it. We do not hear of it in Mesopotamia, and we have 
no evidence of it from early southern Arabia. On the other 
hand it was normal in Egypt, and among the Palestinian tribes. 
Indeed, until the Israelites came into close contact with the 
Assyrians, the Philistines were the only people familiarly known 
to them who refrained from it. Josh. v. 9, with its phrase 'the 
reproach of the Egyptians’, may imply that in the writer’s view 

* Josh. iii. 16. 2 'Jericho’, cols. 2,399 f- 

3 Josh, v. 2-9. Verses 4-7 are generally regarded as a later insertion, probably 
due to the compiler of*, the whole book, designee? to ex|5iam the apparent dis- 
crepancy between the differeat accounts of the institution of the rite. 
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the absence of circumcision had been a ground for contempt 
during the residence in Egypt. But it seems equally possible that 
the people recognized that they were now entering a country 
where Egyptian influence was nominally dominant, and that 
they were glad to avoid the sneer which would have been 
levelled against them by their enemies. It is in modern times 
the mark of both Jews and Moslems J and there can be little 
doubt that elsewhere, as well as among Israelites, it was held to 
have a religious significance. It certainly implied to the ancient 
Israelite the removal of a religious impurity, ^ and the insertion 
of the narrative in Josh. v. may be attributed to the feeling that 
the holy land must not be profaned by a people ceremonially 
unclean. 

The circumcision of the people is placed at Gilgal, a few miles 
from Jericho, the most important city in the neighbourhood. 
Gilgal is a word which pi'obably means a ^stone circle’, an 
ancient religious monument of the type best seen at Stonehenge, 
but by no means uncommon throughout the world. No such 
monuments are now found in western Palestine, though the 
occurrence of the name Gilgal in more than one locality certifies 
their prevalence in ancient times. They seem to belong either 
to the late stone age or to the early bronze age, and we may 
conjecture that the 'Gilgals’ of the Old Testament were sacred 
places which were inherited, along with any rites proper to 
them, by the Hebrews, and that in later times attempts were 
made to give an account of them which should be more in 
keeping with the purer faith of later Israel.^ 

It was inevitable that any invader, attempting to enter 
Palestine by the fords of the lower Jordan, should first become 
master of Jericho, for as long as this city was fortified, it com- 
manded the roads up into the country, and we can easily under- 
stand w^hy the compiler inserted the tradition at this point 
Recent excavations have shown that it was of comparatively 
small size. The walls, however, were very thick, and it must 
have been a strong place, especially when its besiegers were a 

Cp. Doughty’s account of a modern Arab circumcisionj Travels in Arabia 
Deserta^ i. 391 f. The modern Arab, according to Doughty, denies tliat it has any 
religious significance,, op, cit, L 342. For a general discussion of the whole subject 
see L. H, Gray, ERE,, art. ‘Circumcision’ (Introductory), voL iii, pp. 659-70. 

* For other explanations of its origin, based on comparative folk-lore, see p. 84. 

^ For a further accon^t see A, S. hlacalister, ERE. xi, art. ‘Stone Monuments 

(Rude)’, esp. pp. 879-81. 
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■simple nomad people, with little military art and no skill or 
machinery for siege work. The story of its capture seems to be 
composite, the two elements being J and E. Exact disentangle- 
ment is practically impossible, but Holzinger^ has suggested 
plausibly that J ^may have narrated how, in accordance with a 
military custom found also among the Arabs, Jericho was sur- 
rounded in the night or in the early morning, and how an 
entrance was forced either through some divinely sent panic or 
a military stratagem, and the inhabitants then exterminated, 
with the exceptions already provided in ch. iih It is easy to see 
how the successful siege of such a city must have seemed miracu- 
lous^ to later generations (the capture of Ai, for instance, was no 
miracle, being achieved by drawing the enemy out of the city and 
entering through the open gates), and we can well understand 
how the present narrative arose as an attempt to explain the facts. 
It is beyond dispute that the older Jericho was destroyed by 
violence, probably at the end of the sixteenth or the beginning of 
the fifteenth century b.g., but this date raises serious questions. If 
we are to identify the Israelite assaults with any portion of the 
Habiru attacks, as seems most probable, then we cannot include 
the capture of Jericho among their successes, unless the archaeo- 
logists find reason to put the date of that event a century later 
than they do.^ It is possible that we have in this narrative a 
memory of some earlier attempt to enter the land, perhaps at 
the time of the conquest of Gilead, which was really uncon- 
nected with the invasion under Joshua. The story differs 
markedly in quality — even in its earlier elements — from the 
other narratives of the conquest, and the greater prominence 
of the miraculous element suggests that it has a longer history. 
There can be no doubt that memories of earlier raids from the 
east have found their way into the body of Old Testament 
tradition, and for the further story of the conquest by Joshua it 
is Gilgal, not Jericho, which is important. The statement that 

^ Das Buck Josuay^. 15 [1901], with reference to AUarabische Parallelen,p. 14. 

® Do the narratives point to a primitive tradition of an earthquake? Or, as 
Garstang {Joshua and Judges^ pp. 146, 404 [1931]) suggests, to the undermining of 
the walls? 

^ This has now actually been done by Garstang, who definitely dates the fall of 
Jericho in 1407 b.g. {Joshua and Judges, pp. 61, 146 f., &c.). The paragraph above 
was already in type when Garstang’s Joshua iznd Judges came into tlie author’s 
hands, and though it was too late to re-write the whole passage, it may be remarked 
here that the new opinion very greatly simplifies the whole position. There is no 
longer any difficulty in assigning the conquest of Jericho ^o Joshua. 
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the city was put to the ban, and therefore could not be used by 
the Israelites, may be intended as an explanation of the fact that 
it was not made their head-quarters for the rest of the invasion.^ 

After recording the violation of the herem by Achan, the 
narrative of the conquest proceeds wth the attack on Ai. There 
are three routes leading up into the centre of Palestine from 
Jericho.^ One of these leads southwards towards Bethlehem, 
the middle one almost due west to Jerusalem, and the third up 
into the hills of Benjamin. The south country was not Joshua’s 
objective, and the strength of Jerusalem was too great for any 
attempt to be made upon it, while the road that leads to the 
city is very difficult and at times dangerous, especially to an 
invading army, for it affords frequent opportunities for ambush. 
It is a road on which a traveller may easily Tall among thieves’, 
and where brigands can lurk a defending force may easily hold 
its position urdess opposed by vastly superior numbers. These 
Israel did not possess, and naturally took the northern route, 
leading up moderate slopes through fairly open country on to a 
table-land. Leaving what was later SauFs country on the left, 
the road passes through Michmash to Ai, about twelve or 
thirteen miles as the crow flies from Jericho, though the winding 
road is somewhat longer. 

The story of the capture of Ai is familiar, especially because of 
the failure of the first assault tlirougli the sin of Achan. The city 
was captured by strategy after the first repulse, and free booty is 
permitted to Israel. The position was well chosen. It stands 
near the highest part of the central range, but a few miles from 
Bethel, and affords a useful base for further operations in the 
very heart of the land. It is, however, comparatively useless 
while Bethel remains in the hands of the enemy, just as Bethel 
cannot stand if her flank be turned at Ai or at Michmash, 
Curiously enough, the fall of Bethel is not narrated in the book 
of Joshua^ but in Judges i, 22-6, where the city is said to have 
been taken with the help of information given by a prisoner 
seized as he left the gate. Its capture is atUibuted to the house 
of Joseph, and we may fairly ascribe it to^ the same series of 
events as that recorded in the book of Joshua? 

After the fall of Ai, Joshua (viii. 30-5) records the building of 
an altar on Mount Ebal, and the solemn reading of the law, in 

, See p. 122. I Gp. (J. A. Smith, HGML., pp. 264 E ^ The MI of , , 

Ai.is'now (1938) ascribed to a much later period than that of Jericho. 
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fulfilment of Moses’ command as given in Deut. xxvii. But this 
must be an insertion on the part of a redactor. Much country 
had to be conquered before Ebal was really in Israelite hands, 
and the immediate operations tended to run in another direction. 
Bethel stands practically on the water-shed of the central range, 
and Joshua’s next movements were south and west. 

At this point the men of Gibeon are introduced, who, by a 
trick, succeeded in obtaining an alliance with Israel. Gibeon 
lies to the south-west of Bethel, and the story explains the sub- 
servient position of the Gibeonites in the later days of Israel, and 
accounts for the sanctity whose violation called for vengeance on 
the family of Saul.^ For the time being its position enabled the 
invaders to threaten Jerusalem to the south, while it cut one of 
the main routes into the hills from the Shephelah, the road 
leading through the Beth-Horons. The natural result was the 
formation of a coalition between a number of the chieftains in 
the more fertile lands of the Shephelah, and of the agricultural 
district of Hebron. The king of Jerusalem, threatened on the 
north, its most vulnerable quarter,^ gathered together the kings 
of Hebron, Yarmuth, Lachish, and Eglon, to meet and over- 
come the invaders. Clearly this form of the tradition knows 
nothing of an earlier capture of Hebron by Judahites (Keniz- 
zites).^ Yarmuth stands on a spur of the hills, west and slightly 
south of Jerusalem. Lachish (the modern Tell-el-Hesy)-^ and 
Eglon lie a few miles apart on the Shephelah, almost due west 

^ 2 Sam. xxi. i-ii. 

® With the account of Adoni-zedek, mentioned in Josh. x. i, &c.j cp. the story of 
Adoni-bezek, king of Bezek, whose fall is described in Judges i. 4-7. It has been 
suggested that the two are to be identified, the difference in names being due to 
textual corruption, cp. Holzinger, Josua, p. 38; Moore, Judges, pp. 15-17; Budde, 
Richter, pp. gf.; Burney, Judges, pp. 4^., 41 ff. Moore prefers the name Adoni- 
zedek, on the ground that in proper names is always followed by a divine 
name, and a Canaanite god p'U* is known from Phoenician sources (cp, Baudissin, 
Studien, L 15; Baethgen, Beitrdge, 128; Burney, op. cit., pp. 41 ff. Both, how- 
ever, find the term only in proper names and (Baud.) in Sanchuniathon’s 
cosmology). The other two are non-committal, although the LXX here reads 
Adoni-bezek. The story in Judges seems to dissociate Adoni-bezek from Jerusalem, 
and records its capture (a reflection back into the early period of a much later 
event) after Adoni-bezek has been dealt with. But the word in Judges i. 5 is 
textually doubtful, being omitted by some MSS. of the LXX and by the Aethiopic 
version, while in Judges i. 7 the king is taken to Jerusalem and dies there. The 
differences are not so great as to prohibit a common origin for the two traditions, 
though no certainty may be attainable as to the actual form of tlie king^s name. 

See above, p. 120. 

But cp. Garstang {op. cit,, pp. 172 f.), who identifies it with Tell el Diiweir. 
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of Hebron. The coalition thus included the rulers of the district 
to the south and west of Jerusalem^ and they were clearly 
actuated by a fear that the Israelite movement should spread 
down into the plains. 

The attack was not directed immediately against Israel, which 
still had its head-quarters at Gilgal — possibly owing to lack of a 
place where the people could safely move, and possibly in order 
to secure a line of retreat if the new conquests could not be fully 
consolidated. The confederate kings, however, had a nearer 
objective in the city of Gibeon, whose defection had made the 
Israelite threat really dangerous. Immediately on receiving 
the news, the Israelite force was set in motion, for not only was the 
loyalty of Gibeon of vital importance to them, but the terms of 
their agreement with the people demanded that they should offer 
their protection. The distance they had to traverse was about 
twenty-five miles, and they had to reach a height of over three 
thousand feet above the spot from which they started, so that 
the journey may have been made in two stages — a \dew which 
is not prohibited by Josh. x. 9. In any case Joshua so timed his 
journey as to arrive before dawn, and at once fell on the allied 
camp. The sudden onrush of the wild tribes in the dark pro- 
duced a panic, naturally attributed to divine influence, and the 
united armies fled. It seems that, after going down the valley 
of Aijalon, past the two Beth-horons, they divided, some making 
nearly due west to Makkedah, which lies in the plain just south 
of Ekron, and others aiming at Asekah, which seems to have 
been not far from Yarmuth. The latter formed the main body, 
and their discomfiture was enhanced by a devastating hail- 
storm which swept on them down the valley. The kings, how- 
ever, made their way to Makkedah, where they were captured 
in a cave and killed.^ 

* It is in connexion with this battle that Josh. x. I2“f4 gives the well-known 
story of the sun standing still at tlie bidding of Joshua. It would seem diat there 
are two versions, the older' embodied in an ancient snatch of song, verses 12^, 13, 
the other a prose amplification and explanation of tlie poem. The latter has, 
apparently, as a matter of fact, misunderstood the former* I'he poem exhorts the 
sun and the moon to ‘be still’, not to ‘stand still’, and it may originally have been a 
plea for favourable weather during the long pursuit. The Israelite troops had had 
a tiring night march, and delivered a sudden assault. In the pursuit they found as 
they ran down towards the plain that the hot sunshine was exhausting, and their 
leader asked for shade, ■ The answer came in the form of cloud which developed 
into a hail-storm. The distance of tlie pursuit is not so great as to require a particu- 
larly long day. ■ From this it is*^asy to see how the later story of tlie sun and moon 
standing still as recorded in the ‘Book of Jashar’ could have arisen. Dr. H. H. 
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The text of Josh. x. 28-43 describes the conquest of the whole 
of the south country, stating that it was subdued from Gibeon 
and Gaza to Kadesh-barnea and Goshen. A number of places 
are mentioned, including some of the cities of the five kings. 
Yarmuth and Jerusalem, however, are not mentioned, and, 
though the king of Gezer is said to have been killed, it is not 
stated that his city was captured. Nevertheless, it is hardly 
possible to regard this as an ancient tradition. A comprehensive 
occupation would scarcely have been possible with Jerusalem 
and Gezer unconquered. The passage must be regarded as the 
work of a later editor, who knew the extent of Israelite territory 
in after years, and wished to ascribe the victory to Joshua. 

We have no reason to doubt the general success of this cam- 
paign. The invaders had made good their footing in the centre 
of the land, and from the heights about Bethel could, when 
opportunity offered, threaten every part of the country as far 
north as the plain of Esdraelon. The district which includes 
Bethel and Gibeon is a nucleus of roads leading north and 
south, and from that point it was possible to spread out in all 
directions. The main difficulties which Israel had to face came 
from within, and were due to the lower level of her general 
culture as compared with that of her predecessors. She had no 
political unity nor organized and centralized government; apart 
from her acceptance of Yahweh as the God of all her groups, 
there was no force which could keep her together. The same 
remark might be made, it is true, of the Canaanites, but they 
had the advantage of a higher order of culture and a more 
elaborate and scientific equipment for war, to say nothing of the 
presence of Egyptian garrisons at strategic points. In particular 
there were two factors which must have tended to impede the 
further progress of the invaders. The first was the presence of 
walled cities. The art of siege warfare was not yet; it was invented 
first by the Assyrians. It was only through some exceptional 
stratagem, as at Ai, through treachery, as at Bethel, or through 
negotiation, as at Gibeon, that Israel could hope to take pos- 
session of the towns. The second factor was the presence of 
chariots among the dwellers in the plains. We may assume that 
these were usually Egyptian, and, indeed, the country had to 

Rowley has suggested to me that the original prayer was uttered by Joshua as the 
Israelites drew near the enemy just before dawn. The sun is asked to cease that 
the darkness may continue and favour the attack. The answer comes in a thunder- 
cloud which has the effect of prolonging the night, * * 
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rely on its suzerain for much ofits defensive material. Chariotiy, 
of course, was futile among the hills, and hence it was there that 
Israel won her first victories and established her first posts. 

Extensive movements are implied in Judges i. 27-9. What is 
actually recorded is the partial failure of Manasseh and Ephraim, 
but the partial failure implies a considerable success. Gezer, on 
the outer edge of the Shephelah, looking over the maritime 
plain, did not fall, but the Ephraimites must have taken pos- 
session of a fairly wide area for mention to be made of Gezer at 
all. The same remark applies to the fortresses which Manasseh 
failed to capture. From the Jordan to the sea there ran a chain 
of strongholds, mostiy in the plain of Esdraelon, which served to 
guard the great trade routes. In Judges i. 27 a number of these 
are mentioned: Beth-shean, Taanach, Dor, Jibleam, and 
Megiddo. There is no regular sequence in the names; they seem 
to have been put together haphazard, and do not include one or 
two important places, especially Jokneam, which commands 
one of the roads across the Carmel range. These cities are 
named as not being subdued by Manasseh, but they are a long 
way north of Bethel and its district, and the fact that they could 
be mentioned at all shows how the Joseph tribes were pressing 
northwards. It is true tliat their progress was probably slow, 
and it must have been spread over several generations. We do 
not know when Ophrah, the home of Gideon, was taken by 
Israelites, but it seems certain that Shechem, not many miles 
away, I passed into their hands only in the time of Gideon’s son, 
Abimelech. One other success seems to have been achieved in 
the early days, though, strangely enough, it finds no mention in 
any list of conquests. When we hear of the tribe of Dan in the 
stories of its struggles against the Philistines,^ it is confined to 
Zorah and Eshtaol, two small villages on the upper slopes of the 
Shephelah, almost due west of Jerusalem. But if the reference 
in Judges v. 1 7 has any meaning at all, it implies that the Danites 
were in the days of Deborah a maritime tribe, possibly getting 
their living, in part, by fishing. This means an extension west- 
wards to the coast, and we may conjecture that Danite settle- 
ments were found on the shores of the Mediterranean between 

• The site of Ophrah has not been identified for certain, but it is conjectured that 

it is represented by the modern Ferata, about six miles south-west of Shechem. 
The present writer is more inclined to accept Dalman’s identification with Wadi 
Far'ah, north-east of Shechem. Gp. also Garstang, Joshua and Judges^ p. 3 1 9, 

® Judges xiii-xvi, the*%amsoh stories. 


THE CONaUEST OF PALESTINE 129 

Aslidod and Joppa at an early periods About Mount Carmel 
it seems also that at one period Zebulun^ and Asher^ reached 
the sea, though their occupation was not permanent, while the 
coast to the south of Carmel, in the Dor district, was Israelite 
through the monarchical period. 

While, then, we should certainly be in error if we supposed 
that the whole of central Palestine fell into Israelite hands at 
a single assault, it is perfectly clear that from the first the expedi- 
tion under Joshua, in which the Joseph tribes took the lead, 
seized a strategic position in the heart of the country, and held 
it against all attacks. The line Jericho — Bethel — Bcth-horon, 
with a southward extension to Gibeon, cuts athwart the central 
Palestinian range, and, while the country it covers is for the 
most part not rich or fertile, it is fit for shepherds, and in places 
gives opportunity to the agriculturist. Moreover, it forms a 
centre from which advance may be made in many directions, and 
its possession is, in fact, the key to the whole of the hill country 
lying to the north of the Jerusalem district. This is the work 
which, on the basis of all the traditions, we may assign to Joshua 
as the leader of the second wave of invasion. Its completion may 
well have been marked by the removal of the centre of Israelite 
worship from Gilgal to some spot in the hills, ^ implying that, in 
so far as the tribes had a common centre, it was now in the 
heart of Palestine. 

The third wave of invasion dealt with the country north of the 
plain of Esdraelon, i.e. with Galilee, Josh, xi ascribes this con- 
quest also to Joshua, and depicts a great gathering of the kings 
of the north, of Madon, of Sliimron, and of Achshaph, under 
the leadership of Jabin king of Hazor.s Except for the last, none 
of these places is familiar. The first may be a spot some miles 

* In the narrative of Wcn-amon, Dor is held by the Thckel, or Zakhara, a people 
allied to the Philistines. The Israelite (Ashcrite) conquest, then, may have been 
earlier than the Philistine invasion, and Dor is certainly included in one of Solo- 
mon’s administrative districts, cp. 1 Kgs. iv. 1 1. 

^ Gen. xlix. 13, Dcut. xxxiii. 18. 

^ Judges V, 1 7. 

Judges ii. I. The MT., followed by most versions, has Bochim^ which some 
think must have been near Shiloh. On the other hand, the LXX has evidence of 
another reading Bethel, which is adopted by a number of scholars. Gp. Moore, 
Judges, p. 58. 

^ Identified by Garstang with Tcll-el-Kedah, a few miles south-west of Lake 
Huleh. See Albright in Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Retearch, No. 29 
(Feb. 1928), pp. gff.; Garstang, and Judges, pp. 184 5 *., and (for the other 

cities mentioned), pp. 189 ff. ^ ^ 
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west of the later Tiberias, or the name may be a textual corrup- 
tion for Maron or Merom. Shimron may possibly be the modem 
Semunieh, Greek Simonias, to the west of Nazareth; though 
this involves a slight change in the spelling, no other suitable 
site is known. Achshaph is still more xmcertain; a location has 
been suggested in the hills north-west of Lake Huleh, on the 
edge of the Litany valley, but this does not seem to be a likely 
spot. As far as we know the invaders never seriously attempted 
to cross the water-shed between the Jordan and the Litany. 
Hazor was an important town to the west of Lake Huleh, in the 
same district as Kadesh Naphtali. Josh. xi. i— 15 records the 
defeat and slaughter of these kings, and the capture of their cities. 

We may, however, venture to doubt the tradition which 
assigns the conquest of this district to Joshua. The barrier pre- 
sented by the unreduced fortresses of the plain of Esdraelon 
would prevent any extensive movement of troops from the 
centre to the north, and the assault of the invaders must have 
been delivered from the east of this district, i.e. across the Jordan 
to the north of the Sea of Galilee. Further, in Judges iv. 2 we 
find a certain king, Jabin, who reigned in Hazor, and was an 
enemy to the Israelites, The story as it now stands connects him 
with Sisera, making the latter, whose home was in the plain of 
Esdraelon, commander-in-chief of Jabin’s army. The inherent 
improbability of such an arrangement has struck many readers, 
and it is a significant fact that Jabin plays no part at all in the 
battle subsequently described, and is not even mentioned in 
ch. V, a poem which is universally assigned to an eyewitness of 
Sisera’s overthrow. It seems, then, entirely probable that two 
narratives have been interwoven in the first verses of Judges iv; 
one described the defeat of Jabin and the conquest of Hazor, 
the other the destruction of Sisera. If there be any truth in this 
reconstruction of the text, then we are justified in suspecting 
that the Jabin of Judges iv. 2 and the Jabin of Josh, xi are one 
and the same person, and that his defeat really took place only 
after the death of Joshua, i.e. in the so-called period of the 
Judges. 

We may, then, conjecture that this third wave of invasion 
entered the land by one of the fords to the nortli of the Sea of 
Galilee (to the nortli of Lake Huleh the ground is normally too 
marshy for an invading army to use) and struck into the hills. 
We hear in Judg& i. 30 of Zebulun’s failure to conquer two 
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unidentified places named Kitron and Nahalol,^ and in the 
following verse of the inability of Asher to dispossess the in- 
habitants of some of the coastal citiesj especially Tyre and Achzib. 
Here again we may say that the mention of the failure implies 
a measure of success, and that these tribes must have made good 
their footing in the north. And, finally, we have the migration 
of the remnants of the tribe of Dan, who were compelled by the 
stress of Philistine pressure to leave their south-western home, 
and to find a new domicile as far away as possible from their old 
location, settling at length in the upper valley between the 
Lebanon and the Antilebanon. 

We have thus a point, roughly at the end of the thirteenth 
century, at which we can speak of Palestine as being occupied, 
but not yet conquered. There are three main groups of Israelites: 
a southern, to the south of Hebron; a central, whose chief cities 
are Bethel and Gibeon, though it extends somewhat farther to 
the north; and a northern, grouped about the modern Lake 
Huleh and covering some territory to the west and north. The 
three sections seem to have been the result of different waves of 
invasion, and, at first sight, had little to hold them together. But 
they retained traditions of a common descent, and they had, 
above all, a common worship. AU recognized in Yahweh their own 
tribal deity, and realized that they must obey Him and respond 
to His call. Thus the challenge to Israel presented by the op- 
pression of Sisera was answered by tribes of the central hills and 
by those of the north. Zebulun, Naphtali, and Issachar were 
joined by the Joseph tribes, while the clans to the east of Jordan 
and Dan to the south-west were expected to lend their aid. It 
was in the name of Yahweh that the summons was issued, and 
it was in Yahweh alone that Israel found their unity. Whatever 
Moses had done or had not done at Sinai, he had given to all 
the tribes a common God, valid for themselves and for all who 
should unite with them in after days, and it was this devotion to 
a single deity, which, above all else, made Israel a nation. 

Politically and geographically, however, there was as yet no 
unity. We have no suggestion of a common government in these 
early days, except in much later tradition. ‘Every man did that 
which was right in his own eyes’ is the judgement passed by the 
Hebrew historian on the period.* A common centre of worship 

' Cp. Garstang, op. cjt., p. 940; Albright, Cont. Hist. Geog. Pal., pp. 26 f. (ap. 
Garstang, op. cit., p. 397). = Judges xvii. 6, xxi. 25. 
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may have been supplied by the Ark, the palladium of the Joseph 
tribes, which had its shrine somewhere in the central range, but, 
in the nature of the case, this was not always accessible to 
dwellers in the extreme north and south. Between the Joseph 
tribes and the settlers in Galilee there lay a chain of Canaanite 
cities which formed an effective barrier, at least for the time. 
It stretched across western Palestine over the fertile plain of 
Esdraelon, from Beth-shean in the east, guarding the main fords 
over the Jordan, to the slopes of the Carmel range, where 
Megiddo commands the most important passes in the country, 
and even to the sea-coast at Dor. These fortresses seem to have 
been held by Egyptian officers — ^Beth-shean had an Egyptian 
garrison till it was captured by the Philistines, and Sisera him- 
self may have been an Egyptian — and so, though they never 
formed an official kingdom, they may yet have been under the 
control of a government to some extent centralized. While we 
cannot suppose that the Egyptian officials were always in har- 
mony one with another, it is clear that the authorities in these 
posts were able to unite at least in keeping back the hill tribes 
on either side from the rich agricultural plain, and in preventing 
them from settling in Esdraelon. Sometimes the guardianship 
was so close and effective that Israel was denied the use of the 
main roads altogether, and the tribesmen had to creep by un- 
frequented by-ways and crooked paths from one place to 
another^ if they wished to cross the forbidden land. It is strong 
testimony to the power of their national and religious sense of 
unity that, in spite of these obstacles, the two groups, central 
and northern, never lost the ability to combine with enthusiasm 
against a common foe. 

The separation between the centre and the south, however, 
had a different cause and proved to be more lasting in its effects. 
It is true that there were Canaanite cities which remained 
untaken, particularly Jerusalem and Gezer, while it seems that 
the acquisition of Hebron itself did not belong to the earliest age 
of southern immigration. But the geographical conditions in 
this region are not those of the country farther north. Here we 
have no break in the line of hills comparable to the plain of 
Esdraelon, and we cannot speak of a chain of fortresses holding 
the land. The range is broken somewhat by the valleys that 
lead from the Shephelah and the maritime plain, but nowhere 

* Cp. Judges V. 6. ' ^ , 
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do they present a natural and easily defensible frontier. A 
glance at the map will show that, even in the early days of the 
conquests of Joshua, this line — ^if we can speak of a line at all— 
was penetrated, for the movement which carried the Ephraimite 
advance past Gibeon^ was continued between Jerusalem and 
Gezer by the Danites. Their last possessions in the southern 
country were Zorah and Eshtaol, well to the south of the Jeru- 
salem-Gezer line, and if they spread down to the coast (as we 
believe they did), they must have reached the sea between 
Ashdod and Joppa. If we may trust our traditions at all, we 
must assume that, though members of this tribe came into contact 
with Judah in the Philistine age, 2 their original invasion was con- 
nected with the central movement, not with the southern. Even 
the Philistine occupation of the country, though it seems to have 
absorbed Jerusalem itself, did not prevent freedom of movement 
between the centre and the south. Individuals could travel with- 
out much fear of molestation, though they preferred Israelite to 
Canaanite cities, 3 and considerable bodies of troops found it 
possible to march from north to south in SauFs day.^ 

At the end of the thirteenth century the space between the two 
occupied areas seems to have extended farther south than 
Jerusalem. We do not know when the Calebites made Hebron 
their own, but it was clearly Canaanite in the time of the 
Ephraimite assaults on Palestine. Even in the early days of the 
Philistine occupation, we may suspect that there was com- 
paratively little sense of unity as between the south and the 
centre, though with the gradual spread of the Kenite-Kenizzite 
influence the Judahite districts were brought into the general 
body of Yahweh worshippers. At this period there seems to 
have been practically no connexion between those nomads who 
entered the country from the south and those who crossed the 
Jordan under Joshua. As we have seen, 5 there is reason to 
believe that they were the result of two independent and uncon- 
nected movements from the wilderness. In our earliest and most 
reliable traditions of the conquest the name of Judah is not 
mentioned; it is Kenizzites and Kenites who are prominent 
The evidence of Gen. xxxviii suggests that Judah was resident 

^ Desnoyers {HPH, ii. 62 ff.) believes that Gibeon remained hostile to Israel, and 
that it was for this reason that Saul attacked it. But would David have admitted 
the Gibeonites’ claim to blood revenge (2 Sam. xxi. 1-14) if this had been the case? 

® Judges XV, 9 ff. 3 Judges xix, especially verses 1 1 -15. 

Cp. I Sam. xxiv, xx\^, &c. ^ * Gp. pp. i igf,, and Additional Note A, pp. 169 f. 
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in Canaan long before the advent of the other tribes, indeed that 
this clan retained some kind of hold on the country from patri- 
archal days. The same tradition admits that the tribe which 
bore this name was at least half Canaanite in origin, for the 
families which existed in later days all claimed descent from a 
Canaanite woman. ^ It is not impossible that the story as it stands 
is a concession to national feeling, and that the original Judah 
was wholly Canaanite. In the generations which preceded the 
monarchy, however, the nomad element had made itself felt, 
and the Kenite, Kenizzite, and, we may add, Jerachmeelite 
settlers had succeeded in so far modifying the population and 
its outlook as to bring them all, as far north as tihe borders of 
Jerusalemite territory, within the circle of the Yahweh wor- 
shippers. It is clear that David, whom we may take as a typical 
product of the completed process, felt himself to be in a very 
real sense akin to the Aramaean population farther north, and 
he was certainly a devoted Yahwist. But, when we consider the 
ancestry of Judah, as attested by tradition, and the course which 
the conquest most probably took, the problem is not so much to 
explain how it was that Judah was separated from the North, 
as how the two ever became conscious of unity one with another. 

As a matter of fact, we may doubt whether that sense of com- 
plete oneness was ever attained.^ As we shall have occasion to 
observe later, the statesmanship of David devised a course of 
action which might have welded the two elements into a single 
whole. Yet even David on two critical occasions seems to have 
saved his throne by playing off the one against the other, and 
it is noticeable that when Judah rose against him he received 
the support of the other tribes and vice versa. It is clear that the 
ideal unity was far from being achieved in his lifetime, and the 
policy of Solomon, 3 so far from cementing more firmly the two 
parties, tended rather to emphasize the distinction between them 
and to widen the original breach. It is, then, hardly surprising 
that when the North found the burden of the house of David 
intolerable, the South should have taken the opposite side and 
maintained its allegiance to Rehoboam. From that time on- 
wards, though there was a certain sense of unity as against the 
rest of the world, that feeling never found expression in a single 
political organization. There were periods in the history of the 

^ Cp. Gen. xxxviii. * Cp. voL ii, ch^xi, esp. pp. 145-151. 

3 See below, pp. 256, 263 ff. 
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divided kingdom when the two sections worked together in 
harmony, though the North seems to have been tlie donainant 
partner, and we may suspect that the co-operation of the South 
was not wholly voluntary. But, down to the time when the 
kingdom of Israel came to an end, and the Samaritan territory 
was incorporated as a province of the Assyrian empire, there 
does not seem to have been a single point at which the possibility 
of a formal reunion entered men’s minds. 

It is true that there was a genuine sense of kinship, aided and 
supported, no doubt, by the growth and prevalence of the patri- 
archal traditions as we find them in the ninth and eighth 
centuries. A common ancestry was assumed amongst the whole 
people, even including Judah, and by the time of the Exile the 
ideal nation, especially in prophetic circles, included all Yahweh 
worshippers from Dan to Beer-sheba. The fundamental basis 
of this sense of oneness lay less in the common descent than in 
the common religion. Both sections recognized Yahweh as their 
supreme God, and claimed that together they formed His 
people. There was free intercourse between the two states, and 
it seems as if the frontier between them was often doubtful and 
often liable to change. But the policy of Jeroboam in setting up, 
or rather in maintaining with royal favour, sanctuaries in the 
North, went far to neutralize the cohesive influence of this com- 
mon worship, and it is not unlikely that there were differences 
in the cultus as between North and South which tended to 
emphasize rather than to minimize the division. 

No event in the course of the monarchic period served to 
bridge the gulf between the two kingdoms. Perhaps we do not 
realize its breadth and depth until after the fall of the southern 
kingdom and the reconstruction of the Jewish people. His- 
torians, Biblical and extra-Biblical, quote different events as 
reasons for the later breach, and assign various causes to its 
existence. But we may safely say that if there had been at the 
outset any realization of the essential unity of the two sections, 
none of these would have produced the division as we know it 
to have existed in later times. It could be said in the last century 
of the existence of a Jerusalem temple that ‘the Jews have no 
dealings with the Samaritans’, i and to form a just estimate of the 
reasons for this mutual abhorrence we must go back to the very 
beginning of Hebrew history. The Judean always had stood 
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apart from the Ephraimite, and, in spite of the power of religion, 
the two never knew any inclination towards one another* It is 
true that the facts of the conquest tended to keep them apart, 
but these would have been quite ineffective if there had been 
a full sense of brotherhood between the two groups from the 
firsts 

(c) THE RISE OF ISRAEL TO DOMINANCE IN PALESTINE 

Our Study has brought us to the point at which we have, at 
the end of the thirteenth century, this nomad people, individually 
strong and vigorous, and united in their sense of a common 
ancestry and a common faith, yet comparatively low in material 
culture, and quite unable to meet other inhabitants on equal 
terms in the plains and more fertile parts of the country. At 
present they were not fit to occupy the richer lands of Esdraelon 
and the Shephelah. Generations of the shepherd-life had done 
little to prepare them for the culture of grain, of the vine and of 
the olive, and generations must still pass before they would be able 
to take up to the full the inheritance of the land which, as they 
believed, Yahweh their God had given them. But there was 
much land in Palestine which they could occupy and utilize, and 
there they remained, standing at first aloof from the higher 
civilization around them, but gradually being drawn into the 
vortex of Ganaanite politics. As a factor in the general military 
situation tliey were negligible, for the districts which they held 
were valueless for the purposes of the great expeditions; and the 
movements of armies, especially tliose of Ramses II, left them 
untouched. Egypt, at the time of her revival, was concerned 
primarily with an objective farther north than Palestine, and it 
is only occasionally that we find names suggestive of Israel in 

^ It may be convenient to mention here the theory of Alt (see Die Staaienbildung 
der Israeliten in Paldstina, Reformationsprogramm der Universitat Leipzig, 1930) 
that the later monarchy was always composite. From the contrasts drawn between 
Israel and Judah he believes that there was no organic unity between them, even 
during the period of the reigns of David and Solomon. On this view the link was 
simply the personal identity of the king, and the states themselves remained in- 
dependent of one another. Such *Dual Monarchies* are found elsewhere in the 
ancient world, though Alt adduces no exact parallel. The case of Assyria and 
Babylon is hardly a parallel, for there the king of a conquering people allowed him- 
self to be crowned as monarch over his new subjects in order to conciliate them. 
We have no suggestion that David conquered northern Israel. The theory is, 
however, most interesting, and Alt’s treatment of it illuminating. If accepted, it 
would go far to explain the permanent division between the Jew and his kindred 
farther north. It leaves unexplained, however, the unity between the two peoples 
of which so many in Israel were always conscious, ^ 
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the monuments of Ramses II and Merneptah.i If we are right 
in assigning the first steps of the conquest to the middle of the 
fourteenth century, then we shall have to assume that for 
another hundred years no serious advance was made. 

In the meantime the Hittite power had become dominant in 
the land, and had left its stamp upon the people generally. 
Egypt had once more recovered her strength under the earlier 
kings of the nineteenth dynasty, and had renewed her empire, and 
it is not till the beginning of the twelfth century that we can trace 
further developments in the internal situation of Palestine. 
Even then we shall have to admit that, in the main, progress 
was made through a gradual assimilation, not through military 
conquest^ and the most important element in the task that lies 
immediately before us is to trace, as best we may, the change in 
the relations between Israel and the Canaanites which in the 
end led to the emergence of a genuine Palestinian nation. 

The period to which this development must be ascribed is 
that which we commonly call the age of the Judges.^ These men 
are the protectors and saviours of their people, and differ 

1 See pp. 75 f. 

2 At the risk of repeating what is very familiar, it may not be out of place to re- 

mark that our only evidence for actual events in this period is to be found in the 
book oi Judges, especially chs. ii-xviii, since ch. i is a recapitulation of the story of 
the original conquest, and the story of the Benjamite war in chs. xix-xxi, however 
interesting as illustrating the condition of Israel during the period, tells us nothing 
of the steps whereby they attained to independence and domination. In its present 
form tlie book consists of a number of ancient traditions concerning Israelite chief- 
tains of the period, and of their exploits, particularly in leading the armies of Israel 
to victory against oppressive enemies. A ‘judge’ w^as practically a local king 

for his own lifetime, though he neither inherited his power from his ancestors nor 
transmitted it to his descendants. These stories have been woven together by a 
compiler who used them to illustrate a theory that Israel constantly sinned in 
worshipping the local gods of Palestine — the fertility spirits or Baals so characteristic 
of the early Semitic agriculturist — that they w^ere punished for their sin by being 
handed over to an oppressor, that they repented and were delivered by a hero, a 
‘Judge’, inspired by Yahweh for the purpose, that they remained faithful to their 
spiritual allegiance as long as the Judge lived, and that after his death they relapsed 
and the cycle was renewed. While we cannot accept the compiler’s view that there 
was a succession of Judges in direct line (all seem to have been simply local heroes 
with a more or less extensive sphere of activity and influence), and while we 
must regard the compiler’s system of chronology as being purely artificial, 
his point of view does represent a sound philosophy of history. Individually, 
Israelites were stronger than Canaanites, but their ignorance of the higher military 
arts and their lack of training in them left them an easy prey to others unless they 
could present a united front. Their religion was the only unifying force that they 
possessed, and when once that was allowed to fall into the background they had 
neither the cohesion of the organized nation, nor the wdld Jian of the inspired 
warrior, which might mSke them a match for their enemies. 
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primarily from kings in that their divine call is personal; they 
(except Gideon) founded no line, and each received that indi- 
vidual inspiration which made him powerful. They were in no 
sense constitutional sovereigns, and tradition held that in early 
days the very idea of constitutional monarchy was abhorrent, 
for Yahweh alone was the King of Israel. 

The age of the Judges is sometimes described as the period in 
which the conquest was completed. If by this it is implied that 
it continues the story of the military triumphs of Israel over their 
predecessors in Palestine, it is hardly correct, for in one instance 
only is the enemy resident on the soil of Canaan. This one native 
oppressor is Sisera, and the story of his defeat and death is told 
us in Judges iv-v.^ He is the king of Harosheth, a town on the 
northern slopes of Carmel, to the north-west of Megiddo. Evi- 
dently he is the most powerful chieftain in the plain, and it is 
possible that he was an Egyptian dynast. In the poem of 
Judges v we have an account composed by an eyewitness of the 
events, and it is thus one of the most important documents we 
possess, giving us, as it does, in spite of many obscurities, a 
striking picture of Israel and her position in these early years. We 
see first the tyranny of the Canaanites, their policy of disarming 
Israel, their closing of the lines of communication, so that there 
should be no collusion between the tribes in the centre and those 
in the north. We see the position held by the inspired prophetess, 
and the control she exercised over the man she called to be the 
leader of Israel’s forces. We hear the appeal sent out to gather 
to the cause of Yahweh, and the judgements pronounced on 
tribes and districts which fail to respond. We have a picture of 
the Israelite force, little more than a wild horde, with practi- 
cally no discipline, its members armed, if at all, with clubs and 
stones, but terrible in their aspect with their long locks streaming 
in the wind of their charge. Against them, facing the hills, 
perhaps at some spot not far from Nazareth, is arrayed the 
Canaanite army, well trained and equipped, especially strong 
in chariotry and horses, the arm which the nomad most dreads. 
But as they thus stand facing one another, the black thunder- 
cloud rises over the hills of Ephraim, and the Israelites, already 
inspired by the call of their prophetess, recognize the coming of 
Yahweh Himself from His distant home in the south. The storm 

^ Reasons have already been given, p, 130, for supposing that originally Sisera 
and Jabin had nothing to do with one another. * ^ 
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draws swiftly nearer, till, as it bursts in a fury of light and sound 
on the Canaanite host, the Israelite army suddenly flings itself 
upon the line. The horses, panic stricken by the thunder, 
prance and rear unmanageably; confusion reigns, and each man 
thinks only of his own safety. Flinging away their weapons, 
which are picked up and used by the Israelites, they turn south- 
wards. The Kishon lies before them, and not long before, when 
they crossed it to meet the enemy, it was parched by the 
drought, little more than a string of shallow pools.^ But the 
storm has made a change here too, and the stream is now a 
raging torrent. In terror of what lies behind them the fugitives 
plunge into it, chariots, horses, and men, and are dashed to 
destruction by the swirling waters. Sisera himself avoids the 
fate of his army, and seeks safety by another route, only to meet 
with treachery and death at the hands of a woman. ^ 

Such is the story told by the earliest poem of any length that 
we have from a Hebrew poet. No more vivid picture could 
have been drawn, and it is not surprising that, out of all the 
many struggles and conflicts which must have taken place 
during the early days of the settlement, this alone is familiar to 
us. Yet the historical value of the event it records is compara- 
tively slight. It may have opened for a time the roads between 
the northern settlements and those of the central hills, and its 
moral effect must have been very great, but we hear of no city 
captured, no fresh acquisition of territory, no permanent occu- 
pation of the land held by the defeated Sisera. It was not by 
force that Israel passed into the fertile plains, but rather by a 
slow yet steady process of infiltration, of peaceful penetration 
and of intermarriage. It is true that the military prowess of 
Israel was a prominent factor in achieving the final result, but 
the book of Judges makes it clear that it was not by defeating 
the Canaanites, but by defending them, that Israel attained a 
dominant position in Palestine. 

Of the six ‘major’ Judges of Israel whose exploits are recorded 
for us, Othniel, it is true, was a conquerer of Canaanites, but he 
belonged rather to the period of the first invasion and to the first 
wave of that invasion. We have already glanced at the victory 
of Deborah and Barak, and the other four are Ehud, Gideon, 
Jephthah, and Samson, the enemies being Moab, Bedawin 

' For the best modern accoimt of the battle, based on detailed local knowledge, 
see Garstang, Joshua and Judges^ pp, 294 ff. 
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raiders, Ammon (or Moab?), and the Philistines respectively. 
None of these was a native tribe or race, and in fighting against 
them the heroes were defending the cause of the Canaanites 
just as much as that of Israel. In a certain sense all these 
^oppressions’ (except that of the Philistines) were a continuation 
of the movement into Palestine which is best represented for us 
by the immigration of Israel itself. The attacking tribes come 
from the east, and in the Jephthah story the whole scene is 
played in Gilead, 

We have no indication of the order in which the Judges came, 
but we may safely assume that the Samson episodes are to be 
placed fairly late, not more than a generation before the Danite 
migration. Possibly the Gideon and Abimelech stories are later 
still, while there is nothing whatever to suggest a date for Ehud 
and Jephthah. The absence of any mention of Egypt is signifi- 
cant, since it implies that no external authority was being exer- 
cised over the country. We know that Egypt was not indifferent 
to Palestine during this period, as we can see from Merneptah’s 
records,^ but the Israelite tradition has no allusion to the 
suzerain, except, possibly, in the case of Sisera. This may partly 
be explained by the fact that these saviours of Israel (at least, 
before the coming of the Philistines) looked eastwards, and the 
Egyptian system of government was such that it was not con- 
cerned with matters which did not affect the richer portions of 
the country. But the later events, and especially those which 
led up to the establishment of the monarchy, must be dated at 
a time when there was no external power in a position to claim 
an effective sovereignty over the whole country. This can have 
occurred only after the Philistine immigration. It is true that 
Ramses III repulsed the invaders from the frontiers of Egypt, 
and that some of the Palestinian fortresses continued to hold out, 
but the decline had already begun, and the growth of Israelite 
power received no check from Egypt. 

It was, indeed, only in such circumstances as those of the 
twelfth century b.g. that the rise of an independent and united 
empire in Palestine was possible. At every other period in her 
history, from the beginning of the sixteenth century onwards, 
one or other of the great powers was able to claim, and often to 
enforce, authority over Palestine. But the general upheaval 
which ended in the advent of the Philistines wrought such 

7 Gp. pp. 75 ff. * ^ 
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changes in the ancient east that, for the moment, there was no 
people in a position to make an effective bid for world dominion. 
Mitanni had long since succumbed to Hittite intrigue, the 
Hittite empire itself had been swept away by the migration of 
the Aegean peoples from the coast of Asia Minor. Assyria was 
still struggling with the mountain tribes on her northern and 
eastern borders, and Egypt had much ado to protect her own 
nearer frontiers. Time aiid conditions were ripe for any king or 
race of sufficient vigour to establish a principality in Palestine. 
It was, perhaps, the only time in the whole long history of the 
land that such an opportunity occurred. 

To an observer unfamiliar with later history, and contem- 
plating only the forces obviously at work in the middle of the 
twelfth century, it would have seemed that the way was clearly 
open for a new Philistine empire, which might— who knows?— 
have spread east and north and even south. The Philistines 
themselves were a hardy race of fighting men, well equipped 
with the resources of an advanced and ancient civilization. 
They were the survivors of heroic wars and of desperate hard- 
ships in which the weaker elements must have perished, leaving 
only the sturdier and more durable stock. They found them- 
selves in a land which had no organized or settled government, 
where, apparently, there could be no concerted effort to oppose 
them. To them Palestine must have seemed an easier prey than 
was Britain to the Anglo-Saxons after the withdrawal of Roman 
forces. A new Troy, a fresh Cnossus — these were well within 
the bounds of possibility, and no contemporary of insight and 
intelligence would have failed to prophesy the resurrection of 
the old Aegean power on the eastern coast-lands of the Mediter- 
ranean. 

The Philistines very nearly succeeded in forming such an 
empire. Our evidence is scanty, mostly indirect, but it is un- 
equivocal and decisive. We know that the invaders, in the 
generations that immediately followed their first settlements, 
spread over the whole country. It was they who brought to an 
end the Egyptian dominion in Palestine; the excavations at 
Beth-shean ^ show conclusively that a Philistine occupation fol- 
lowed immediately on that of Egypt, and that the latter met 
a violent end. An invader from the coast-lands who holds 
Beth-shean dominates the rest of central Palestine, and the 

r r 

^ For a summary of the results cp. Garstang, Joshua and Judges,, pp, 364 ff. 
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great fertile plain must have been under their sway. But they 
also penetrated the hills, for in Saul’s day they had a fort at 
Michmash, on the eastern side of the central watershed, looking 
down into the Jordan valley. The story of Samson shows us 
how a tribe (Dan), once, apparently, strong enough to reach 
the coast itself, was reduced to a couple of villages in the lower 
Shephelah, and in Judges xvii f. we have the sequel — the tribe 
is compelled to migrate, and when it does so it contains only six 
hundred fighting men. Samson had not delivered his people. 
We have no evidence to show that the Philistines actually 
captured Jerusalem, but the pottery found on the Ophel of the 
Jebusite period suggests Philistine connexions, and it may well 
be that even Jerusalem was included in their sphere of influence. 

For the time being the land was theirs. But they could not 
hold it, and were compelled to yield their place to the growing 
power of the population whom they found already in possession. 
The lack of a centralized government may have contributed to 
their failure, for it would seem that the five divisions, corre- 
sponding to the five Philistine cities, acted together compara- 
tively seldom,^ and though their enemies did not always clearly 
distinguish between them, yet our references suggest that their 
conquests were those of the individual city rather than those of 
the whole nation. The primary cause, however, of the Philistine 
inability to retain what they had won, must be sought in the 
rise of Israel. In the long run the Philistines were faced with a 
power as strong as themselves, if not so highly civilized, and 
possessing a unity which they always lacked. It is true that in 
the early days of Israelite occupation the invaders would not 
have been able to resist Philistine armies, and that the gulf 
between the Aramaean settlers and their predecessors would 
have made any united action impossible, but those days were 
already almost past when the Philistine conquest reached its 
zenith; and in the end they had to face a united country, whose 
policy was directed by at least one great statesman, and whose 
armies were led by at least one military genius. 

It was, then, to the repeated attacks of enemies from beyond 
her borders that Palestine in the end owed her unity. Her 
population was of blood as mixed as any that history knows, 

^ There are reasons for believing, for instance, that in the final struggle which 
resulted in the supremacy of Israel, David had the support of Gath, partial or 
complete. * ^ 
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and its varied dements, local and racial, might have stood apart 
with no cohesion whatever, had they not been welded into a 
single whole by the hammer-strokes of foreign invasion. We 
have but few details of the events of the period, and those that 
survive must be held to be illustrations of a continuous process, 
specimens of a class of events constantly repeated, rather than 
an attempt to afford material for the history of the age. 

The first attack thus recorded is that of Moab. Just as Israel, 
when partially settled in grazing country beyond Jordan, had 
sought to find a more permanent home on the west, so Moab 
now endeavoured to follow them. Their advance must have 
involved the occupation of a large part, if not the whole, of tlie 
territory traditionally assigned to Reuben, and it may have been 
at this time that Reuben disappeared. The Moabites spread up 
the coast of the Dead Sea, and seized the fords of the Jordan 
leading into the plains of Jericho. They penetrated into the 
hills, how far we cannot tell, but far enough to make themselves 
masters of the land of Benjamin, i.e. probably of Gibeah and 
perhaps of Ai, though we may conjecture that they did not take 
possession of Bethel. The one place mentioned is ‘the city of 
palms’, often identified with Jericho,^ but it is unlikely that Eglon, 
the Moabite king, was satisfied with the occupation of a ruined 
site, and he probably held the western side of the central range 
for some distance to the north. This was not his only conquest, 
for he was able to summon troops drawn not only from Ammon, 
but also from the Bedawin tribes of the wilderness — ^Amalekites. 
His authority was secured by garrisons to the west of Jordan, 
and their presence enabled him to exact an annual tribute. 

The story of Eglon’s assassination by Ehud, told in Judges iii. 
15-26, seems to embody a reliable tradition, but unfortunately 
we have little evidence as to the situation of the places men- 
tioned. The ‘quarries’ or ‘carved figures’ which form a land- 
mark in Ehud’s movements, are said to be near Gilgal, and there 
need be no uncertainty as to the general locality in which they 
lay. Seir, however, is quite unknown; it must have lain to the 
north of Ai, since it was within reach of the Ephraimite hills. 
But our geographical ignorance is no bar to our acceptance of 
the story in its main outlines, and especially we may be sure 
that it is accurate when it tells us that tlic Israelites seized and 

' Cp. Garstang, op. fit., p. 276, the ‘City of Palm Trees . . . would more suitably 
describe a new settlement in the cultivable area below the spring towards the easP. 
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held the fords of the Jordan, and there lay in wait for the fugitive 
garrisons. It is to be noted that no attempt v/as made to follow 
the Moabites across the Jordan, either to carry the war into the 
enemy’s country or to recover lost territory to the east of the 
river. The Joseph tribes were content with driving Moab out of 
the land which they themselves occupied. 

In Judges xi. i — xii. 7 we have the story of Jephthah, the hero 
of the eastern tribes. As it stands it would seem that there have 
been several narratives compressed into a single story, and that 
more than one motif lies behind them. It is not clear whom 
Jephthah had to fight, for while the narrative portions of the 
chapters all speak of Ammon, the argument which is carried on 
between Jephthah’s ambassadors and his adversary in xi. 15-26 
seems rather to imply that the enemy was Moab.^ But we may, 
perhaps, assume that this whole passage is a later addition to 
the original story, made by an editor who saw an opportunity 
of laying down the principles on which the eastern frontiers had 
been formed. 

Jephthah himself is represented as a man of doubtful origin, 
possibly not wholly of true Israelite, i.e. Aramaean, blood. Ex- 
pelled from liis home by the jealousy of his half-brothers, he took 
refuge in Tob,^ where, like David in after days, he lived the life 
of a chief of banditti. Summoned by his old clan to come to 
their rescue, he agreed, on condition that he should be accorded 
some kind of sovereignty in the event of victory. He marched 
through Manasseh (northern Gilead or Machir?) to Mizpeh in 
Gilead, and thence launched his attack on Ammon,^ whom he 
utterly defeated and drove beyond the recognized borders of Israel. 

To this story two other incidents have been attached. The first 
is the familiar account of the sacrifice of Jephthah’s daughter. 
As it stands it conflicts with what has gone before in giving 
Jephthah a home in Mizpeh, and it has been suspected, with 
good reason, that we have here a narrative which was intended 

^ For an attempt to explain this discrepancy sec Smend, Beitrdge zur Geschichte 
md Topographie des Ostjordmlandes, i. ^AVA xxii, pp. 129 ff. It is possible that narra- 
tives describing two or more different series of events have been combined. Gp. 
Lods, Israeli 403 f. 

^ The site is quite uncertain; for conjectures see EB,^ cols. 5,108 f.; G. A. Smith, 
HGHL.i p. 587, Most of the sites suggested are to the east of the Jordan, but the 
interference of the Ephraimites surely inaplics that it may have lain to the west, 

2 The site of Mizpeh seems to be quite uncertain, cp. G. A. Smith, op. ciL, pp. 
586 f. The word simply means ‘watch-tower’, and &cre may have been innumer- 
able spots to which it was applied. 

3874 ' 
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to account for a custom wfiicfi was far older than J'ephthahj otj 
indeed, than Israel, i.e. the annual festival of the women’s 
wailing. It would seem that the practice was spread all over 
western Asia, and belonged to the primitive agricultural ritual 
of the people. It may be the same custom as that which is known 
as the wailing for Tammuz, and later Israel would have been glad 
to get rid of the heathen associations of the rite. If that be so, it 
must be confessed that to modem minds the new explanation 
is hardly less objectionable than that which it is supposed to 
supersede, but it must be remembered that the ancient world, 
even as its moral sense began to grow, looked on such matters 
with other eyes than ours. Down to a comparatively late period 
it would seem that human sacrifice, while rare in Israel, was 
recognized as legitimate, and it sank into disrepute only under 
the protests of the great ethical prophets. At the same time we 
are bound to admit that the evidence does not justify a dogmatic 
rejection of the historicity of the whole story. 

The second incident is that of the interference of Ephraim. 
A similar story, though with a very different termination, is told 
of Gideon, and the two may serve to indicate the claim made by 
Ephraim to supremacy in the days before the monarchy. 

As far as our evidence goes, the first serious attempt at the 
establishment of an Israelite monarchy was made by Gideon, or 
at least by his son, Abimelech. This clearly does not belong to 
the early days of the settlement, for the tribe of Manasseh had 
spread well to the north, and was now not far from Shechem. 
There had been a good deal of intermarriage between the two 
races, and Abimelech himself was partly of Canaanite blood 
While the story of Gideon illustrates the way in which the 
Israelite warrior took the lead in fighting the battles of the 
country, the life of his son may perhaps be typical of the inter- 
penetration of the two groups, the old and the new, which 
ultimately led to the united Israel. 

It is clear that there are two narratives about Gideon inter- 
woven one with another. It may even be possible that we have 
not one but two heroes, Gideon and Jerubbaal, and that the 
story of Gideon’s destruction of the Canaanite shrine has been 
introduced to explain how the two names came to be applied 
to the same person.^ In any case, the narrative gives us valuable 

j For the analysis of t8e thretf chapters cp. Moore, Judges, pp. 173 ff.; Eissfeldt, 
Die Q^llen des Richierbuches, pp. 34 Certain facts are at once obvious. Gideon is 
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information on the progress that Israel had been making and 
the position they had attained in the land. 

The story — this is probably true of both stories — opens with a 
statement of the annual invasions of the transjordanic Bedawin 
at harvest time. They would descend on the land in countless 
hosts, with camels and other animals, carry off what they could, 
and destroy what they could not remove. Resistance was certain 
to be met with violence, and ruthless slaughter without provo- 
cation might take place. Then, carrying their booty, they 
would hurry back across the Jordan to their own wilderness, 
leaving behind them a grim trail of fire and blood. 

It will be observed that such raids as these fell only upon the 
agricultural community. The Israelites must have taken to the 
farmer life before they were affected so seriously as to feel that 
they themselves must take up the defence of the country. 
Gideon himself was a farmer, and the first scene of the narrative 
discovers him threshing wheat in a winepress, i.e. in a covered 
building instead of on an open hill-top, in order to escape the 
notice of the marauders. Moreover, the whole of the Jerubbaal 
story implies, not merely the agricultural background, but also a 
close union between the old and the new elements in the popula- 
tion. The people who resented the insult offered to Baal were not 
of pure Israelite descent, or, if they were, they had learnt so much 
from their predecessors as to be indistinguishable from them. 
The circumstances show that we need not wait for the mention 
of Gideon’s secondary wife in viii. 31^ to infer that the blood 

twice called to the salvation of Israel, once through a thcophany given to him as he 
threshed wheat in a winepress (vi. 11-24), once through a dream which bade him 
destroy the Canaanite shrine (vi. 25-32). It is this latter which gives him the name 
Jerubbaal. There are apparently two distinct raids, the first is led by Oreb and 
Zeeb, and is driven back by Gideon’s night stratagem, the second clearly involves 
(though this part of the story has not survived) an attack on Tabor, in which 
brothers of Gideon were killed. Here the invading leaders were Zeba and Zal- 
munnah, and Gideon executed on them the law of blood revenge, after a pursuit 
which took him far across the Jordan. There is room for the conjecture that the 
two raids were conducted by diiferent tribes, one by Midianites and the other by 
Ishmaelites. It may be added that even in the story of the night attack two different 
accounts seem to be involved, one of which contained the horns and the other the 
jars and the torches. It is not clear whether some of these differences indicate 
simply several accounts of the same event, originally independent, or whether they 
are drawn from separate series of events. It would seem most probable that the two 
accounts of the night attack really did refer to the same event, but it is equally 
probable that viii. 4 ff. refer to a different occasion altogether. But no certainty 
is attainable. 

\This seems to have been a mo fa or sadiqa marriage, like that which Samson 

1.2 
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of the two races was already intermingling. The process of 

assimilation was now well advanced. 

The localities mentioned in the narratives tend to the same 
conclusion. We do not know where Ophrah^ was, but it cannot 
have been at too great a distance from Shechem, though 
Gideon’s marriage with Abimelech s mother may belong to a 
later period in his life when his authority had extended over a 
wide area. The actual locality in which the invading army is 
said to have been destroyed is the valley of Jezreel_ (vi. 33), 
which is the lower part of the plain of Esdraelon, leading down 
to the fords near Beth-shean. Further, in the narrative ofviii. 4fr. 
Gideon’s brothers are killed at Tabor, and there is nothing to 
suggest that this was not their home. Now Tabor lies to the 
north of Esdraelon, and its connexion with Ophrah implies at 
least free passage among a friendly folk across the plain. Further, 
we may ask why the Egyptian garrison at Beth-shean took no 
part in defending the land. The Philistines had not yet taken 
possession of this part of the country, and we are compelled to 
fail back on the belief that the Egyptian forces were too weak to 
take any decisive action, or, indeed, to do more than protect the 
town itself.2 This points to the period of the later Ramasseids, 
when the feeble Egyptian power in Palestine was on the point 
of disappearing altogether till revived under the twenty-second 
dynasty. 

We have thus a very different picture from that which is 
presented to us in the story of Sisera. Egypt has to aU intents 
and purposes vanished, and there is no longer any power in 
northern Palestine itself which is hostile to Israel. The barrier 
between Israelite and Canaanite appears to have broken down, 
or, if it still exists, it has become so slight as to be easily passable, 
and has no real effect on the relations between the two stocks. 
The Israelites have taken to agriculture, and are free of the 
fertile lands, while there are signs that their religion is already 
entering that syncretistic form which was characteristic of it 
throughout the early monarchy. It is only in times of special 

endeavoured to contract (Judges xiv). In this form of marriage the wife remained 
in her fathcr^s home, and was visited by her husband; the children of the marriage 
belonged to the mother’s family, not to the father’s. Cp. W. R. Smith, Kinship and 
Marriage in Early Arabia^ pp. 83 if. ( 1 903) ; S. A. Cook, CAH, i. 207 f. 

^ See above, p. 128. 

^ But it will be noticed that in both narratives the invaders flee down the west 
bank of the Jordan, and make no attempt to cross near Beth«shcan. 
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stress that a definite appeal must be made from the local Baal 
to the great warrior God of Israel^ Yahweh, Yet the older 
inhabitants are comparatively helpless in the face of an invaderj 
and it is only the man with a strong element of Israelite blood in 
him, still more the man who is, subject to the appeal of Yahweh, 
who dare face the enemy. The two races would appear to have 
intermingled and become one, except for the fact that the more 
vigorous Aramaean blood, reinforced by the unity conferred 
through their common faith in Yahweh, tends to make Israel 
the natural leader of the people in war. The two racial elements 
have blended into a new compound, save in so far as Israel re- 
mains a military aristocracy in the midst of the composite 
nation. 

The story of Gideon’s exploit is very familiar, and is most 
vividly told, especially where it describes the night attack which 
threw the hostile camp into a panic and won a great victory 
without the striking of a blow by the Israelite force. It would 
seem that the fugitives found it impossible to cross the Jordan 
near Beth-shean — perhaps the garrison was strong enough to 
hold the fords, even if it could not prevent the invasion — and 
fled down the Jordan valley. To "cut them off on the flank, 
Gideon sent messengers to arouse Ephraim, and swarms of 
fierce warriors descended the slopes to share in the carnage and 
in the spoil. Among other victims the Ephraimites were fortu- 
nate enough to slay the two princes of Midian, Oreb, and Zeeb 
(haven’ and /wolf’) at spots which ever after bore their names. 
None of the localities mentioned has been certainly identified, 
butit is clear that they all lay in the Jordan valley, on the western 
side. The river seems to be fordable near the mouth of the 
Jabbok (Wadi Zerka),and the Ephraimites probably came down 
the Wadi Far'ah, whence a stream, sometimes impassable, flows 
into the Jordan, and there held the angle formed by the junction 
of the two, thus preventing access to the Jordan fords. In any 
case, the defeat was decisive, and survivors of the raiding Bedawin 
would wait many years before making another venture of the 
same kind. ■ 

Gideon’s second exploit was concerned with another raid, 
and though the first part of the story has not been preserved, yet 
from what remains in Judges viii, 4 ff. we can trace its course. 
Here the Bedawin objective is the northern side of the plain , of 
Esdraelon, and during the raid they are.unwise enough to kill 
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Gideon’s brothers at Tabor. He follows in pursuit, with three 
hundred of his clansmen, and crosses the Jordan after them. 
The route is not clear, for the two places mentioned in the story, 
Succoth and Penuel, are not identified for certain. The latter 
clearly lay on the banh of the Jabbok, and the former was 
probably not far from it. It is significant that though these 
places lie in Israelite territory, the inhabitants refuse to help 
Gideon, and scoff at his hopes of overtaking the enemy. But he 
continues the pursuit southwards, and at Jogbehah, on Am- 
monite soil, finds them encamped, but so sure are they of their 
freedom from pursuit that he easily surprises and destroys them. 
He captures the two ‘kings’, Zebah and Zalmunna, and returns 
with them. On the way he punishes Succoth and Penuel, and 
when he has exhibited his captives to these cities, he puts them 
to death in accordance with the law of blood revenge. 

From the historian’s point of view, the significance of Gideon 
lies chiefly in the fact that he initiated the first tentative 
movement towards a real Israelite monarchy. i It is quite true 
that he is represented as definitely refusing the title, but the 
brief account which Mows the story of his exploits exhibits him 
as the typical oriental sultan. He clearly becomes a man of 
great wealth, and has an extensive harem; no character in the 
Old Testament is credited with a larger number of children. 
The language used by Abimelech in Judges ix. 2 is unintelligible 
unless some kind of sovereignty is ascribed to the house of 
Jerubbaal, and therefore to Jerubbaal himself. And when 
Gideon made a metal ‘ephod’ (whatever an ephod may have 
been) his action could have only one meaning to his contempo- 
raries. There is no reason to believe that they shared the view 
of the later writer and regarded this as an act of apostasy, but 
they must have seen in the inauguration of the new sanctuary 
a claim for the supremacy of his own home not unlike that 
involved in the construction of Solomon’s temple. Possessing 
the reality of kingship, Gideon did not need the name. 

The truth is, of course, even clearer in the story of Gideon’s 
son, Abimelech.^ He was of mixed ancestry, and illustrates the 

* It is quite possible that Jephthab’s bargain with the elders of Gilead is intended 
to show that he claimed the powers of a king. But there is no evidence to suggest 
that he had a successor; tradition expressly denies him a son (Judges xi. 34). And 
a single personal ruler hardly makes a monarchy, for it does not make a real change 
in the constitution of th9. politic^ order. 

^ Judges ix. 
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general assimilation of the two races one to another. Shechem 
had been under the authority of his father, and now his half- 
brothers, seventy in number, had succeeded to the government. 
Abimelech appealed to Shechem to put him in their place, but he 
did so, not on the ground that he had Canaanite blood in him, 
but because his mother belonged to their city.^ The racial dis- 
tinction does not appear; it was the local interest on which he 
relied. We are approaching the stage at which there is no 
longer any consciousness of diverse ancestry. Men do not ask 
whether a man is an Israelite or a Canaanite; they ask what is 
his town. 

Abimelech’s career opens, in approved oriental fashion, with 
the removal of possible rivals, in this instance the seventy sons 
of Gideon — or rather sixty-nine of them, for one, Jotham, makes 
good his escape. Jotham’s fable and prophecy are familiar to 
every reader, and the event proved that he was right in his 
estimate of Abimelech, and in the relations which were likely 
to prevail between the city and its new ruler. 

Abimelech was the master of a number of towns, and, un- 
fortunately, we are able to identify the sites of only two, Shechem 
and Thebez. Besides these there was an open village with a 
tower in it named Migdal Shechem, which was probably quite 
near the city, perhaps on the slope of one of the hills above, 
whence a watch could be kept on the roads. There is also a Beth- 
millo, which, again, is not far from Shechem, though its actual 
site is quite uncertain. We may assume that Ophrah recognized 
his authority, and Abimelech made his head-quarters at Arumah,^ 
another site which is still lost to us, though we may, perhaps, con- 
jecture that either this place or Ophrah or both lay between 
Shechem and Thebez. If we may judge from the instance of 
Shechem, Abimelech governed through local agents, whom he 
placed in the towns making them directly responsible to him, 
and looking to them for information affecting the interests of 
the overlord. Whether because of this method, or for some other 
reason, his government became unpopular, and after an interval 
of three years trouble arose between Abimelech and his subjects. 

It seems fairly clear that we have two different accounts of 
the struggle between Abimelech and the city. Two different 

For a parallel instance of a man appealing to his mother’s kin against his 
father’s family cp. W. Robertson Smith, Kinship and Marriage in Early Arabia^ p. 86. 

® Judges ix. 41 ; so read also in verse 31 for Tornsah. ^ 
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CEuscs for tlic revolt sxc givciij snei two different nttseks are 
mentioned, the two latter appearing to be mutually exclusive. 
The episode of Gaal in ix. 26-41 does not fit in with what 
precedes or with what follows. Verse 42 would follow naturally 
on verse 25, but the city is not named, and it is just possible that 
we have a fragment from the account of Abimelech’s reduction 
of a totally different place. But this is not at all probable, and 
we shall do best to assume-that verse 42 is the immediate sequel 
of verse 25. In that case the two stories wiU run much as follows; 

(a) In verses 22-5, 42-5 the Shechemites show their indepen- 
dence by taking to brigandage. The position of the city on 
several important highways made this very easy, but it was a 
direct challenge to the authority of Abimelech, who must have 
retained the sole right of levying toll on caravans passing through 
his district. News was brought to him, and without a single day’s 
delay he prepared a trap for the Shechemite ambush. Dividing 
his forces into three, he placed two companies near the gates of 
the city, and set one ready to attack the Shechemite raiders. 
When the latter left the city, this party fell upon them and 
destroyed them, while the rest fought against the city, and took 
it before evening. It was then laid in ruins and left an utter 
waste. 

(b) In verses 26-41 the disaflTection is due to a certain immi- 
grant named Gaal, who used his opportunities of sowing distrust 
and hostility to Abimelech in private conversation, and then 
took advantage of a vintage festival to break into open ex- 
pressions of revolt. This was reported to Abimelech by his 
governor, Zebul, who urged him to make a night march on the 
city and surprise it at dawn. In the morning he succeeded in 
lulling the suspicions of Gaal, who saw the army descending 
from the heights, and when at last it was impossible to deceive 
him any longer, it was too late for him to make any effective 
resistance. An attempt was made, but it ended in failure, and 
Zebul was able to restore his authority and expel Gaal. 

These two narratives are hardly compatible with one another 
unless we can assume that a considerable interval of time 
elapsed between them. Both, however, serve to illustrate the 
friction which attended the government of Abimelech, and 
show that his power rested entirely on superior force. Another 
narrative tells of the destruction of Migdal Shechem, and yet 
another of the attempt to repeat the success at Migdal Thebez, 
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wherCj however, Abimelech met his death. It seems that he left 
no son to succeed him, and the narrative implies the immediate 
breaking up of any kingdom he may have succeeded in 
forming. 

To understand the failure of Abimelech, we need do no more 
than glance at the outstanding difference between him and the 
other heroes of the book of Judges. The rest were deliverers of 
their people, saving them from the power of foreign enemies. 
Such authority as they may have acquired was based, not on 
their conquest of their neighbours in the land itself, but on the 
natural respect which their triumphs secured. As long as it was 
necessary to unite against a common foe, allegiance was freely 
given, but there was something in the nature of the Palestinian 
towns and cities, as in those of ancient Greece, which revolted 
against the idea of control by a single state or individual. The 
only way in which a complete unity could come about was 
through foreign pressure by the same enemy extending over 
many years. The foes hitherto mentioned were but temporary 
invaders, often only raiders, and the authority of the leader 
could not long outlast the crisis. Only a generation of struggle 
could have made Palestine willing to accept a single monarch. 

The necessary stimulus was supplied by the Philistines. As 
we have already seen, these people seem to have been the 
survivors of a great army of northern invaders who were re- 
pulsed from the Egyptian frontier by Ramses III in the eighth 
year of his reign (1192 b.g.?).i It was, no doubt, only after two 
or three generations that they began to be aggressive and to 
press seriously inland. The first movements must have been 
purely local, and aimed at the possession of the coast itself and 
the lower Shephelah. At this stage the struggle would not 
assume a national importance, and it was only the tribe in the 

^ In view of the fact that in the eleventh year of his reign Ramses undertook an 
expedition northwards, and claims to have won back much of the territory pos- 
sessed by the kings of the eighteenth and nineteenth dynasties, it may be possible 
that the historic Philistines really planted their colonies in a second wave of in- 
vasion, which did not actually attack Egypt. The twentieth dynasty, after 
Ramses III, was certainly too weak to trouble itself with a foreign people who made 
no attempt to invade their country. It does not follow that Ramses conquered ail 
the countries claimed for him; the royal scribes probably wished to show that he was 
no less than the greatest of earlier Pharaohs. It is worth noting that we have no 
evidence of another expedition, or of any attempt to hold the country, but there 
must have been some military movement, and the very shortest journey north- 
wards from Palestine would pass through the territory later in possession of the 
Philistines. ^ « 
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immediate neighbourhood, i.e. Dan, that was conscious of the 

pressure. 

It is in the story of Samson^ that we first meet with Philistines 
as serious conquerors of Israel. He himself is a strange figure, 
with very little resemblance to the other heroes whose exploits 
form the main theme of the book of Judges. He resembles them 
only in being possessed by a Spirit which seizes him suddenly^ 
and drives him to violent action in which he exhibits super- 
human strength.3 But his exploits are all strictly personal and 
individual. He calls none to his aid, raises no army, leads no 
troops into battle, expels no enemies. All he does is to avenge 
his own personal wrongs on the Philistines, and though he may 
be a striking figure in Hebrew folk-lore, he never was in any 
sense a national leader. Yet the stories which tradition has 
handed down are of the greatest interest and importance for 
a reconstruction of Israel’s history at this period, inasmuch as 
they give us a picture of the way in which the Philistine advance 
was made. 

Samson does not appear at the beginning of the Philistine 
pressure, but shortly before the final expulsion of his tribe. As 
we have seen, there is reason to believe, from Judges v. 17, that 
at one time the tribe of Dan had pressed forward to the coast 
itself. This must have been early in the days of Israelite occupa- 
tion, and we may suspect that Philistine expansion in the first 
half of the twelfth century drove the tribe back towards the 
hills. Even here they could do some damage to passing caravans, 
and it must have been to this stage in their history that 
the ancient tribal song preserved in Gen. xlix. 16 £ refers. 
But in Samson’s day they were confined to two small villages, 
Zorah and Eshtaol, lying on the north side of the Vale of Sorek, 
and occupying sites which overlook the modern railway from 
Lydda to Jerusalem. On the hill-side opposite Zorah is Beth- 

* Judges xiu-xvi. 

^ Cp. mn*' nn n^^'nijudgcsxiv, 6, 19, xv. i4jContrastxvi. 20. 

^ Samson’s name cp. has suggested to some scholars that we have 

in him an Israelite form of Sun-myth. For a discussion of the question see Moore, 
Judges y pp. 364f.; Buddcy Richter, pp. 109 f. Another line of approach to the problem 
is indicated by 'Bvirnty, Judges, pp. 391 ff,, who sees signs of a connexion between 
Samson and the Sumerian hero Gilgamesh, especially in the story of tlie rending of 
the lion. The utmost that the facts seem to warrant is that possibly some elements 
of an ancient solar myth attached themselves in the popular mind to an historical 
character, so Vatke, Budde, Moore, Burney, &c. Cp. also Smy the Palmer, The 
Samson Saga (1913). « * 
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sliemesli, and the little tribe was at least holding one of the most 
important gates into the southern hills. 

We need not dwell in detail on Samson’s exploits; it is enough 
to glance at the general picture which the stories present. We 
see first the weak Israelite tribe, still retaining its sanctuary near 
the ancient rock altar of Zorah. Only a few miles away the 
inhabitants are reckoned Judahites, for Kiriath Jearim and the 
rock of Etam are within ten miles of the Danite villages. 
Every one recognizes the Philistine ascendancy, and it is re- 
garded as a most rash act to provoke them, for they are likely 
to take swift vengeance for wrong done to them. There is no 
sign that the Israelites are possessed of any arms; Samson’s 
weapons are those with which nature supplies him, and the 
situation is not unlike that described in Judges v. 8, and again 
in I Sam. xiii. 19 flf. No resistance against the Philistines is at all 
possible, if they choose to make a serious expedition into the 
country. It does not appear, however, that they had adopted 
any systematic measures for holding the land. Later we hear of 
garrison posts, and of Philistine governors who occupy them, but 
at this point the terror of the Pliilistine name seems to be enough 
to hold the country. 

At the same time there is no bar to communication between 
Israel and the Philistines. Samson can pass freely to and from 
the towns and cities, even as far as Gaza. Intermarriage is not 
prohibited, for Samson’s first cycle of exploits^ is connected with 
his courtship of a woman of Timnah, four or five miles to the 
south-west of Zorah. The fact that this is a Philistine town 
shows how limited was the territory of Dan, and the whole 
circumstances point to nominally friendly relations between the 
two races, for Samson chooses Philistine youths as his company 
for the wedding. The position in general is that the Israelites 
are dominated but not persecuted, and unless they themselves 
give offence to the Philistines, they are in no serious danger of 
attack. 

There is no allusion to the political divisions which existed 
among the Philistines, and they are treated as a single unit. 
The only one of the Tive Towns’ whose name occurs in the 
Samson story is Gaza, and Gaza is mentioned as a locality, not 
as a state; the reference is purely geographical. The Tive 
Lords’ act together, it is true, but the suggestion is that they 
.r,Cp. Judges adv, 3c^. ' ^ 
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form a supreme Council of State, and compose the Government 
of a single community. We should probably attribute this 
vagueness in matters Philistine to the length of time during 
which the Samson stories remained at the stage of oral tradition, 
for it is improbable that the five cities ever formed a single closely 
organized political entity. An official, or semi-official, record 
might distinguish between the different states included in the 
confederacy, but to the popular mind of Israel they were simply 
Philistines, wherever their home might be. 

The sequel to the struggle in which Samson played so con- 
spicuous but so futile a part is to be seen in the story of the 
Danite migration which forms one of the two appendices to the 
book o£ Judges, chs. xvii. f.^ Plere we have the story of Mcah 
and his sanctuary, attended by a Levite who is none other than 
the grandson of Moses,^ and of the theft of both sacred objects 
and Levite by the Danites. It is clear that the pressure of the 
Philistines has grown too heavy for the little tribe. The 
Philistines must have assumed a more aggressive attitude, and 
have started on the movement which led them ultimately to 
dominate the whole country. The total population even in 
Samson’s day must have been small, and now there are left 
only 600 fighting men. A scouting party of five is sent out, and 
returns with the report that in the far north, in the valleys 
between the Lebanon and the Antilebanon, there lies a small 
but rich district about the city of Laish .3 It is entirely isolated, 

' The dominant theory of the structure of the book of Judges is that of Buddc, 
cp. Moore, Judges^ pp. xxxvi f. This would make the earlier form of the book 
include the great majority of the stories that we now have, both in the book itself 
and in the first twelve chapters of i Samuel^ though omitting one or two small 
sections, and without the ‘framework’ which sets forth the theory of history charac- 
teristic of the book as it now stands. The present writer, however, finds it difficult 
to believe that these two appendices, chs. xvii f. (the Danite migration) and xix-xxi 
(the Benjamite war), formed a part of the original JE document which Buddc and 
others assume to have underlain the present form. That they come from an early 
source is not to be doubted, though the second appendix seems to have received 
later accretions and to be of less value as an historical document than the former. At 
the same time, both are most valuable to the historian of this period, not only for 
the actual facts which they record, but still more for the picture they give of con- 
ditions in Palestine during this age. 

It is perhaps superfluous to remark that the text itself attests the later intro- 
duction of the J into the name of Jonathan’s grandfather (or more remote ancestor) 
in Judges xviii. 30. A later age felt that the sanctuary was illegitimate, and found 
its traditional connexion with the family of Moses mtolerabie. This is, of course, 
the view of the writer’s time. In any case the Levite, though he might have been a 
descendant, could har<j|[ly ha'^e been a grandson of Moses-— the chronology is 
decisive. ® For the location cp. Garstang, Joshua and Judges ^ pp. 245-7 (1931). 
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having no connexion either with Phoenicia on the west or with 
Damascns ^ in the east, and can thus easily be overthrown* The 
whole tribe sets out, taking their women and children with 
them,^ and also such cattle as they possess, and on the way, 
passing near to Micah’s home in Mount Ephraim, they are told of 
the ‘house of gods’ and of the Levite. They take with them what 
they want, and when Micah protests he gets nothing but hard 
words. At length they reach the city of Laish, attack and destroy 
it, building a new city on its site, to which they give the name of 
the tribe. They are rough folk, living in a rough age, when 
‘there was no king in Israel: every man did that which was right 
in his own eyes’.3 

This is, no doubt, the story preserved at Dan to explain the 
origin of the sanctuary, one of the most famous in Israel. It is 
not connected in any way, as far as we know, with the patri- 
archal age, as so many of the sacred places of Israel are, and 
therefore the attribution of the cult to the family of Moses is 
the more important. There may have been traditions of a 
Mosaic shrine in Mount Ephraim, and the story explains its 
disappearance as well as the foundation of the other. There 
need be no question as to its historicity, at least as far as the 
migration is concerned. There is indisputable evidence to 
show that Dan was once located to the south-west of the Joseph 
tribes, and that later its home was in the far north, and it is 
clear that it was necessarily the clan most exposed to the early 
Philistine aggression. The story of Micah may serve as an 
indication of the fact that the Philistines had not pressed far 
into the country, for there is no sign of their presence in Mount 
Ephraim, and the reason why the Danites go to such a distance 
was not that they found traces of Philistine occupation nearer 
to their own home, but that they did not discover any other spot 
which offered such an easy chance of occupation. 

So ends the first stage of the Philistine movement. The invaders 
have not merely made good their footing on the coast, and estab- 
lished themselves in the great cities which are to belong to them 
for so many centuries; they have begun to extend their authority, 
and to prove their ability to overcome any single group of their 
predecessors which may oppose their progress. Judah, i.e. the 
Shephelah and the lower hills west of Hebron and Bethlehem, 


^ In 7 and 28 read Dlb? for DIK in accordance with what 
been the originai text of the LXX. 21.^ 


seems to have 
^ xvii. 6. 
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recognizes their supremacy, and one fighting tribe has been 
compelled to give up the struggle and find a new home in the 
most distant quarter of the land* 

The dating of these events must, in the nature of the case, be 
largely a matter of conjecture. But, as we have seen, no independent 
empire could possibly have been established in Palestine except at a 
time of Egyptian weakness. This limits us to the twelfth century b.g. 
for the beginning of the Philistine movement, and since the founda- 
tion of the Hebrew monarchy must be placed not later than the latter 
half of the eleventh century, the great expansion of Philistine power 
and the foundation of the short-lived Philistine empire must have 
taken place before 1050 b.g. We shall not go far wrong if we assign 
the Danite migration to the third or fourth quarter of the twelfth 
century. The chronology of the book of Judges has been most care- 
fully scrutinized by a number of competent scholars, in the hope of 
discovering some harmony between it and other known dates and 
periods. A very adequate discussion is to be found in Moore, Judges^ 
pp. xxxviii — ^xliii. But the only result which seems definitely to 
emerge from the discussion is that any attempt to make serious 
use of the figures given in Judges is futile.^ In the nature of the 
case they have no place in the original folk-tales and traditions on 
which the compiler has relied for his material, and it seems to the 
present writer that they are clearly due to the conjectures of a later 
age, perhaps to the compiler himself. Not only is the transmission 
of figures in ancient manuscripts notoriously unreliable, but the 
system of twenties,, forties, and eighties which is found in Judges has 
every appearance of being purely artificial. Such dating as we may 
suggest to ourselves must be based on other grounds, and in the pre- 
ceding pages an attempt has been made to form an estimate of the 
probable order of the events described in the book. Further than 
that, in the absence of information from outside Israel, it seems quite 
impossible to go. 

Our knowledge of the final stage of the Philistine advance is based 
mainly on the narratives preserved in i Sam. i. i — vii. i, with some 
assistance from archaeology. Apart from the Song of Hannah, 
which, as is generally agreed, is a later insertion in the narrative of 
ch. ii, there seem to be two main strands from wdiich the text has 
been compiled. One of these is part of a history of Samuel, and 
includes chs. i, ii. 1 1-26, iii, i — iv. la. The second is primarily inter- 
ested in the fortunes of the Ark, and runs continuously from iv. ib 
to vii. I. Interwoven with the first group there seems to be a series 
of passages of independent origin, dealing with the corrupt practices 

^ Garstang {op, aV.). however, accepts the Biblical figures, including those of 
Judges, 
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of the sons of Eli. It will be noted that we have a direct contra- 
diction between ii. 23-5, where Eli rebukes his sons, and iii. 13, 
according to which he has not restrained them. This suggests that 
ii. 22-5 formed no part of the original story of Samuel, but was either 
a later insertion, coming from an age which failed to realize the 
heinousness of the offence described in ii. 12-17 (misappropriation 
of the offerings), and assumed that there must have been a moral 
offence as well, or else was drawn from an independent source. In the 
same way it would seem that the rebuke of the unnamed man of God 
was intended to be a sequel to ii. 12-17, since a ritual sin is indicated 
in both passages. The two sections, however, do not correspond in 
style, and whatever be the source of ii. 12-17, it seems likely that 
ii, 27-36 is later, belonging, perhaps, to the last stage of the com- 
position of the book as a whole. The Samuel story is continued in 
vii. 2 — viii. 22, x. 17-27, xii. In its final form it must be ascribed to 
a period when the monarchy itself was regarded as an act of apostasy, 
an attitude which we do not find elsewhere till the time of Hosea. 
The early stories of Samuel, however, appear to be much older, and 
we may conjecture that they were adopted by the later writer and 
incorporated in his work. For full discussions of the question see 
Smith, Samuel, pp. xvi-xxiii; Kennedy, Samuel {Cent. Bib.), pp. 14-19; 
Budde, Die Bucher Samuel, x-xxi (1902); Eissfeldt, Dze Komposition der 
Samuelisbiicher (1931), 

In a certain sense the final act in the drama of Philistine 
advance centres round Shiloh. In so far as there was any 
pivotal locality in the Israel of the beginning of the eleventh 
century, it was there. The Ark had reappeared in history, after 
not having been mentioned since the days of the first Israelite 
invasions. Here was a well-built temple, with all the appurte- 
nances and ritual of ancient Semitic shrines, and here men were 
accustomed to gather from the whole of central Palestine. It was 
at Shiloh that Samuel, in one of his aspects, the last of the Judges, 
spent his early years, and so formed a link between the old 
order and the new. It was, finally, in the tragedy of Shiloh that 
Israel saw her national ruin for the time, and the fall of the city 
and its priesthood marked the climax of Philistine power over 
Israel. There were battles fought later, and, indeed, desperate 
struggles, but they took the form of revolts against a ruling power; 
with the fall of Shiloh the Philistines truly became dominant 
It is, perhaps, because Shiloh vanished so completely that we 
have no surviving early tradition of its foundation,^ There is, 

^ It is interesting to observe that the excavations at Siwioh show no trace of a 
pre-Israelite sanctuary. 
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apparently, a reference to SMloh in Jacobis blessing on Judah, 
Gen. xlix. lo, but only the most daring would venture to 
dogmatize on the meaning of this crux interpretum. Jer. vii. 12 
(cp. xxvi. 6) speaks of its destruction, but not of its foundation. 
One tradition alone in the whole book of Judges is linked with 
the place, and that is the story of the rape of the women of 
Shiloh by the Benjamites.^ In Joshua xviii. i the Ark is placed 
at Shiloh by Joshua, but this is a statement made by P, and 
though it may be based on older tradition, it is more likely 
that it offers an explanation of the fact that in later days this 
was the location of the Ark sanctuary. In Judges ii. i we have 
the statement that the ‘angel of Yahweh' went up from Gilgal 
to ‘BochimV which would imply that tliis became the chief 
sanctuary of Israel after the death of Joshua, and that during 
his lifetime the religious centre had remained in the plain of 
Jericho. 

But if we cannot trace the steps by which the sanctuary 
reached its fame, we do know that at the beginning of the last 
stage of Philistine expansion it held an important position. The 
presence of the Ark alone would be enough to secure a high 
repute, for while Israel may have had local traditions certifying 
the validity of other shrines, it is probable that all held the Ark 
in reverence. The accounts we have of the place also suggest 
a considerable establishment. There was clearly a well-built 
temple, perhaps resembling that which has been unearthed at 
Gezer,3 though, of course, with its ovm local and individual 
peculiarities. It must have included not only the central 
shrine which was the house of the Ark proper, but also the usual 
equipment of altars, priestly quarters, place of slaughter and 
rooms for the worshippers’ sacrificial meals. It had a priestly 
establishment of some size, for not only were Eli and his two 
sons there to officiate, but they had servants and attendants, 
probably, in addition to Samuel. While the Shiloh temple may 
not have been as elaborate as those of later Israel, it was 

* Judges XXI. 16-24. The story is dearly a relic of days when marriage was 
theoretically marriage by capture. It points to Shiloh as a place of special festival, 
but the elaborate directions given to those who would find it do not suggest that it 
was the most famous sanctuary in Israel. The story is either so early that the 
place was not yet known, or so late that its site was in danger of being forgotten. 
Though the tradition may be very ancient, yet the form in which it now appears 
may be comparativclf reccnl> and the second is the more probable of the two 
alternatives. * See p. 129. ^ See Macalister, a/ 
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sufficiently large to prove itself the sanctuary of a people now 
long settled in the land, who formed the regular agricultural 
community.^ 

The site is usually identified with that of the modern Seilun,^ 
which suits admirably the details given in Judges xxi, and it is 
worth noting that in going to Shiloh from Ramah, which is 
named as the home of Samuel’s parents, it is necessary actually 
to pass through, or very close to, Bethel. Clearly, the narrative 
of I Sam. i knows nothing of Bethel as a great Yahweh sanctuary, 
and assumes that worshippers will travel a considerable distance. 
Elkanah comes up but once a year, and Eli’s suspicion that 
Hannah is drunk suggests that the period was that of the 
vintage, i.e. of the festival later known as the Feast of Taber- 
nacles. Moreover, he and his family do not start for home on the 
day of the annual sacrifice, they wait until the following morn- 
ing before beginning their journey. All these circumstances 
point to a sanctuary well established and of wide fame, probably 
the chief shrine for all Yahweh- worshippers in the central hills 
of Palestine. We receive the impression that this place was the 
focus for the life of Israel, at least south of the plain of Esdraelon. 

The general picture that is presented to us in this narrative 
is that of a peaceful farmer life. There is a regularity about it 
which impresses us when we compare and contrast it with the 
turmoil and turbulence of the days of the Judges. It is possible 
that the Hebrew historian has done something to idealize the 
conditions of the age, but the very existence of the Temple as 
a centre of life in this spot helps to confirm his presentation. We 
are led to suppose that the Israelite occupation, whether by 
conquest or by assimilation, is practically complete in the hills 
of the Joseph tribes, and that when further union takes place 
it will not be so much between Israelites and Canaanites in the 
same district, as between the different districts, each of which 
has by now a mixed but practically unified population. 

This quiet agricultural life was destined to suffer a rude 


^ Cp. the offerings mentioned in i Sam. i. 24 as presented at Samuel’s consecra- 
tion. 

* The site was excavated in 1922 and onward by a Danish scholar, Dr. Aage 
Schmidt. Pottery remains suggest that Israelites were the first to occupy the site, 
that the main period of their residence came to an end in the eleventh centur}% and 
that it ceased altogether about 900 B.c. Cp. Albright in Bulletin of the American 
School of Oriental Research^ No. 9, pp. 10 f. (Feb. 1923); Garslang, JoiAr/a and Judges^ 
pp. 251, n. I, 399. 
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disturbance. The Philistines were now masters of the Shephelah 
and of the openings of the valleys which led up into the hills. Their 
power had extended beyond the limits suggested in the Samson 
story, and it is clear that by this time they held practically all the 
lower ground towards the sea. The hills were not in themselves 
essential to their expansion, except in so far as it was necessary 
for them to secure protection against attacks. Their main 
objective all along must have been the plain of Esdraelon, with 
its fertile soil and its great caravan routes. But the Israelite 
tribes, though probably still far from being politically united, 
and entirely lacking anything like a centralized government, 
could yet make difficulties from the hills, and threaten the 
plains, as the stories of Gideon and Abimelech show. Secure 
occupation of the country, then, depended on the subjugation 
of the mountain tribes, and in i Sam. iv. i we have the first 
intimation of the Pliilistine advance. 

Two locahties are mentioned, Ebenezer, where the Israelite 
camp lay, and Aphek, the Philistine army head-quarters. These 
two places cannot have been far apart, but no satisfactory 
identification has yet been suggested. Aphek in Sharon, on the 
southern slopes of the Carmel range, >> and several others among 
the many places that bore this name, are too far from Shiloh to 
fit the narrative. The most probable suggestion is that it lay 
near the present Ain Sinia, a couple of miles to the north-east 
of Gophna (Ophni). Here one of the branches of the Wadi 
en-Nimr is crossed by a track leading north from Gophna to 
Shechem. It is possible that the Israelite force lay across this 
road in order to prevent further advance northwards. But a 
path was still open towards Bethel to the south, and it was 
necessary for Israel not merely to prevent a northward move- 
ment, but, if possible, to drive the enemy back. The story is 
vividly told in i Sam. iv. The first day’s fighting ended in an 
Israelite panic which came on them as they stood in battle 
array, and cost them a heavy slaughter. They returned to their 
camp, which, apparently, was too strong lightly to be attacked, 
and deliberated on the causes of their defeat. To tliem it 
was clear that Yahweh had betrayed them, and it seemed 
to them that if they brought Him into their midst, then, for 
His own sake, He would be compelled to fight for them. But 

“ Cp. G. A. Smith, BpHL.,T^p. 350, 400 ff., EB., cols, iga f., and for a discussion 
of the whole subject, HSiYi., p. 224, n. 2. 
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they had not allowed for His indignation at the corrupt 
practices of His priests^ Hophni and Phinehas, and when the 
battle was renewed, not only did He again send panic upon 
Israel, but even suffered His own Ark to be captured, i.e., 
to the mind of Israel, He Himself was taken prisoner. Hophni 
and Phinehas were slain, along with a number of Israelite 
warriors given as 30,000. The figure was probably very much 
smaller than this, but it was certainly large enough to prevent 
any further attempt at defence. 

We have no details of the further course of the Philistine 
invasion. Nor do we need them; the issue is too clear without 
them. We hear no more of Shiloh, which must have been taken 
and sacked at this time, its last gift to the world the cry of an 
unhappy mother who saw in the birth of her child the end of 
Israel’s glory. ^ The defences of the country were cut in two, 
and an easy road led over a series of open valleys to the north. 
The whole of the central range must have fallen into Philistine 
hands, and, as they held also the coast roads, the occupation of 
the plain of Esdraelon became inevitable. The last vestiges of 
Egyptian occupation were swept away, and with the capture 
of Beth-shean the Philistine conquest was complete. There is no 
evidence that it spread into Galilee, but the western side of the 
Jordan south of Beth-shean seems to have been completely 
dominated by the new invaders. A nucleus had been established 
for a great Philistine empire. 


At this point the narrative of i Samuel introduces a deliverance 
wrought by Samuel.^ The whole strongly recalls the stories told of 
the Judges, and is apparently intended to place Samuel as the last of 
that order, leading up to the establishment of the monarchy. We 
have the formula which is already familiar to us — the lapse of a 
period of years, twenty in this instance, the repentance of Israel, and 
the appearance of the divinely-inspired deliverer. Samuel (of whom 
we have not heard since the theophany granted to him and the 
message delivered by him to Eli) summons the people to Mizpah, 
here, as in Judges xx. i, regarded as the railying-point of the whole 
nation. The site is probably that of the modern Nebi Samwil, about 
five miles north of Jerusalem. Samuel offers up a yearling lamb as a 
whole burnt-offering, and receives the answer he requires. Mean- 
while a Philistine force is approaching, but the answer of Yahweh 
is in the form of thunder. The Philistines are thrown into utter 
panic by the storm, a’nd Israelites, gathering from ail parts, pursue 


* I Sam. iv. ig~23. 
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them to Beth Gar,* with the result that the Philistine power is com. 
pletely crushed and many of the cities on the south-west are recovered 
by Israel. Samuel then becomes a judge, and his circuit is organized 
to cover Bethel, Gilgal, and Mizpah annually, while his normal home 
is Ramah.^ 

It is hardly possible to regard this narrative as being actual history. 
All the other evidence points to an unbroken Philistine dominion 
from the fail of Shiloh to the rise of Saul, and the statement that the 
Philistines 'came no more within the border of Israel: and the hand 
of the Lord was against the Philistines all the days of SamueF^ is 
quite at variance with the conditions reported to us later in the early 
days of Saul. We may freely accept the statement of ch, vii. 
that there was peace between Israel and the Amorites, but the story 
as a whole must have another origin than fact. It is probably in- 
tended to place Samuel on a somewhat higher level than the other 
Judges, and liken him rather to Moses. It will be noted that the 
victory was won without any human aid; the people do not seem even 
to have been armed. Further, it serves as an explanation of the name 
Ebenezer, which can hardly be the same place as the scene of Israel’s 
defeat. In ch. viii, which follows naturally on ch. vii, we have the 
view that the monarchy is an act of apostasy, without even the plea 
of political and military necessity. What need is there of a king in 
Israel, when Yahweh can, through His inspired persons, miracu- 
lously defeat any army that may attack them? This also must be 
reckoned as a motif for the story, which clearly belongs to the later 
strata of the book of Samuel, 

The period ends thus with Israel reduced to the lowest ex- 
tremity, crushed by the foreign invader, hardly regarded as 
free men, forbidden the use of arms, and without a national 
sanctuary or any form of centralization. Yet it is worth noting 
that certain very marked gains have been secured, and there are 
not wanting in Israel signs that there may some day be a revival. 
In the first place, there is no longer any hostility between the 
older inhabitants and those who claim descent from the 
Aramaean invaders. Since the first conquest was made, Israel 
has done little fighting, if any, against her immediate neigh- 
bours. On the contrary, she has gradually made her w'ay among 
them, and has attained a position of something more than 
equality with them. She has gained much from others; she has 
learnt to till the soil, to sow seed, to reap crops, to prepare food 

* The site intended is quite uncertain, and even the text is doubtful, the ancient 
versions offering diflfer^t readings, 

' * I Sam. vii. 15-17. I I Sam. vli. 13, 14. ' 
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from the grain^ to cultivate and use the flax, the vine, and the 
olive. She is no longer confined to the semi-wilderness, the bare 
spaces of the east and south and the wooded hills; she has made 
her way down into the plains, and though her territories have 
suffered curtailment in the early days of Philistine occupa- 
tion, she has made good her footing from near Jerusalem to 
Dan. A few places still hold out against her; particularly 
Jerusalem, which in Judges xix. ii £ is still regarded as a hos- 
tile city. 

If Israel has received something from her predecessors, she in 
her turn has had gifts to bestow. Among the most valuable has 
been her military prowess. She has brought from the wilder- 
ness a vigour and a battle fury which the centuries of gradual 
occupation have not yet sufficed to erase. The Canaanites, 
grown effete and unwarlike by their far longer residence in the 
land, had grave need of such strength as Israel could afford. 
Again and again the land has been threatened, and more than 
threatened, with foreign invasion, and always it has been the 
Israelite hero, inspired by Israel’s warrior-God, who has led the 
armies to victory and expelled the foreigner. Most of these 
assaults have come from the east, and have been delivered by 
peoples on no higher plane than Israel had occupied on her 
first entry into the land. To her superior morale, Israel has now 
added superior equipment, learning material lessons from her 
neighbours, and perhaps some strategy, with the result that the 
local attacks of the various eastern raiders and oppressors have 
been easily repulsed by forces which, though drawn from fairly 
wide districts, not merely from single cities, are still local rather 
than national. But a new power altogether has appeared, and 
this cannot be met with the weapons and organization that 
sufficed to stampede the ^children of the east’. The Philistine 
invasion is not a local matter, and cannot be handled with local 
levies, as has been abundantly proved by the failure of the tribe 
of Dan. If Israel is to be liberated from the Philistines, if the 
land is to be independent of this foreign control by ‘the un- 
circumcised’, then there must be a more complete unity, a 
oneness of the whole people. A small group may suffice to win 
a battle; it cannot repel a nation or check the foundation of an 
empire. Unless and until some steps can be taken towards the 
unification of the whole land, resistance to the Philistines can 
never be more than a series of local revolts, which will be put 
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down in every case, possibly rendering less tolerable the lot of 

the survivors. 

Signs, however, are not wanting that the requisite union is at 
least a possibility. The stories of the Judges show that, in spite 
of their divisions, the Israelites are capable of more extensive 
combinations than were their predecessors. The latter had, it is 
true, formed occasional alliances under the pressure of the early 
Israelite attacks themselves, but tliere was nothing in the 
essential nature of the case which compelled them to harmony 
in action. It is characteristic of Israel that there is a greater 
unity among them, a unity which is primarily due to their 
religion, but which is reinforced by the auxiliary factor of 
common blood. There is a solidarity in the Israelite tribe, and 
it can readily be united against a common enemy. Canaanite 
polity seems to have been organized on a basis of the practically 
complete isolation of the different towns and villages. While it 
would certainly be untrue to say that there was now any central 
authority, there was a sense of oneness which ultimately resulted 
in a larger political unit. To meet and defeat tire Moabites, both 
Ephraimites and Benjamites combine, and each tribe covers a 
far wider area than did any one of the old Canaanite cities. It 
is not the least important of the contributions of Israel that a 
tribal as well as a local basis now supported the common life, 
and this is a stage which is well on the way to a complete 
centralization of the government of the country. 

There is one further element in the situation which must not 
be overlooked. This is the presence of certain of the tribes to 
the east of Jordan, and their permanent settlement there. Their 
country was suited primarily to the nomad life; that is the reason 
given for their choice of it as a home.i Reuben, in the Song 
of Deborah, sits ‘among the sheepfolds’,^ and every reference 
suggests the pastoral rather than the agricultural life. But neither 
thejordan valleynor the difference in occupation ever interfered 
with the sense that they belonged to Israel. They were a part of 
the nation, and both they and their western kinsmen always 
remembered the fact. Jephthah takes his place among the heroes 
of the pre-monarchic age, and Gad and Reuben are expected to 
share in the perils and the triumphs of the wars of Yahweh. In 
certain ways, the presence of this transjordanic nomad element 
was profoundly important to Israel, and some of the most signi- 

' Cp. Num. x£di. 4. • * Judges v. 16. 
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ficant features of the nation’s history are to be explained only 
by reference to the two Israels, the pastoral and the agricultural 
Israelite religion has also undergone a change, and we may 
assume that, along with the material side of Palestinian 
civilization, the tribes have taken over also the religious views 
and practices of their predecessors, practically en bloc. It is easy 
to see that this must have been almost inevitable, as Israel 
gradually took to the cultivation of the land. A double danger 
seemed to beset men. The old Baals, the local fertility spirits, 
losing their accustomed worship, would become hostile, and 
inflict frightful injuries on those who had neglected them and 
their just dues. It was such a feeling as this which, centuries 
later, impelled the colonists of northern Israel to appeal for one 
who could teach them how the God of the land should be 
worshipped, for He was sending lions among them.^ And even 
if they escaped this danger, there was still the further practical 
problem presented by the life of the farmer. Yahweh had 
served them in good stead in earlier years, had brought them 
safely through the wilderness, had given them victory over their 
enemies, but men doubted (even as late as Hosea’s day 2 ) 
whether he was expert or even competent in the operations of 
agriculture. This the Baals had been doing for untold genera- 
tions; it would be safer to continue appealing for their aid, and 
lending them, through the cultus, the help for which they asked. 3 

In this crude form, the adoption of Canaanite religion soon 
led to disaster. There w^ere too many Baals, and the wars of 
Israel required some degree of unity among the people. The 
Baals were disintegrating forces, and with the lack both of the 
common loyalty to Yahweh and of the inspiration that He gave 
men for war, Israel suffered defeat and subjection. The Judges 
who saved her came in the name of Yahweh and were possessed 
by the Spirit of Yahweh, and the stern logic of events compelled 
Israel in the end to a kind of fidelity to her Covenant God. 

But the effect was not to revert to the type of religion which 
had prevailed in the wilderness — at least as far as the agri- 
cultural portion of Israel was concerned. Recognizing at length 
that it was Yahweh who gave her her corn and her wine and 
her oil, she still saw in Him a God who might demand or even 

* 2 Kgs. xvii. 24 ff. * Gp. Hos. ii. 5, 8 [Heb. 7, loj, 

® Isa. xxviii. 23 ff., and similar passages, attest the ultimate transference of these 
agricultural functions to Yahweh. ^ 


,68 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

need special treatment in the provision and preparation of these 
products. To all intents and purposes Yahweh became in Israel’s 
eyes a Baal, diflfering from His predecessors only in the fact that 
He was one and they were many. This, of course, meant very 
marked changes from the ancient cultus of the wilderness. The 
old rule that no artificial object might be used as a symbol of 
Yahweh was disregarded or forgotten, and we hear, not only of 
the ‘house of gods’^ built by Micah for the reception of his 
molten image and his graven image, but of an ‘ephod’ made by 
Gideon himself, of which the historian, writing in tlie light of a 
purer faith, says ‘it became a snare unto Gideon and unto his 
house’.2 At least one solid temple appeared, and it is probable 
that when the Israelite worshipped at other shrines, he worshipped 
Yahweh under the name of Baal. A more or less elaborate 
sacrificial system was adopted. The pre-exilic prophets deny 
that there was any sacrifice at all enjoined by Yahweh in 
the wilderness period.^ Probably the Passover must be excepted, 
but it must be remembered tliat till the days of Josiah this 
was not an offering made at the altar, but a domestic ritual, 
and it is always the sanctuaries which the prophets contem- 
plate in their denunciations. Sacrifice was now a well-deve- 
loped institution in Israel. Old rock altars might be used, or 
new ones might be built, but there was no lack of them, and they 
were not left always cold. Even human sacrifice was possible, 
though rare, and resorted to only in case of exceptional peril. 
Other sacrifices were those of the normal agricultural community, 
falling into the two main classes of Gift sacrifices and Com- 
munion sacrifices. It is worth noting that most of the sacrifices 
described during this period belong to the latter class. In the 
early chapters of/ we have a very' full accountofthe cultus 
as it was practised at Shiloh, and it is intimated tliat this ritual 
is already ancient and has the authority of long tradition behind 
it. There was a system of sacred dues, which must be rendered 
at the sanctuary, and the ordinary offering was an occasion of 
rejoicing, even of revelry. 

With all this the moral standard does not seem to have risen. 
There is one story of an appalling outrage,'*- and of the ven- 
geance that Israel, as a whole, took upon tlie perpetrators, 

' Xvii. 5. . 

For the view that nomad Israel had a somewhat extensive ritual system cp, 

Lods, Israel, pp. 298-3^. . judges xix-xxi. 
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and on the tribe which defended them. Yet the same story, 
recording the difficulty created by the extermination of the 
Benjamite women, finds no horror in the extinction of Jabesh- 
gilead, and has no condemnation for the rape of the virgins 
of Shiloh. Samson’s amours are frankly mentioned, and 
there is no reprehension of polygamy such as Gideon’s. The 
laws of blood-revenge and those of sexual morality, as understood 
in earlier days, are still observed, but Israel has taken no step, as 
far as we can see, towards the development of new rules for 
conduct which shall be adapted to the novel life on which she 
has now entered. The need for such modification, even the 
possibility of it, does not seem to have occurred to any in Israel 
until the rise of the great prophets in the eighth and seventh 
centuries. Till then, Israel maintained her desert standards 
as far as they were applicable to her new life, and, for the rest, 
was content to accept those which she found current round 
about her. 


Additional Mote A 

THE ORIGIN OF THE TRIBE OF JUDAH 

T he whole question of the origin of Judah is complicated and 
obscure. It is beyond all dispute that in the tenth and ninth cen- 
turies B.G. Judah ranlcs fully as one of the tribes; this is clear, not only 
from the actual records of the fortunes of the kingdom, but also from 
such passages as Gen. xlix and Deut. xxxiii, where the tribe takes its 
place among the rest. The beliefs which gave rise to our present 
narratives have already been discussed (pp. 5 1 ff.) . But such evidence 
as we can glean from pre-monarchic days suggests that its recog- 
nition was comparatively late and that there was a stage of tradition, 
older than the eleventh century, which knew not Judah. There is no 
mention of Judah, either for praise or for blame, in Judges v, and we 
note also the entire absence both of Simeon and of Levi. Reuben is 
the only one of the four ‘major’ Leah tribes which is noticed. In 
Judges i. 1-2 1 we have an account of the exploits attributed to the 
tribe in the course of the conquest. Verses 4-7 describe the defeat 
and humiliation of Adoni-bezek, but this may be regarded as an 
alternative account of the defeat of Adoni-zedek recorded in Josh, x, 
with details derived from some other source. Verse 8 speaks of the 
capture of Jerusalem, and verses 9-10 mention the conquest of 
Hebron. Verses 11-15 record the capture of Kiriath-sepher, by the 
family of Caleb. Verse 16 mentions the presence of Kenites; in 
verse 17 Judah and Simeon together destroy Eephath and call it 


jyo HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

Hormah; while in verse i8 they are said to have occupied the whole 
of the Philistine plain, a statement which is irnmediately contra- 
dieted in the next verse. In verse 20 Hebron is given to Caleb, and 
verse 2 1 reverts to Jerusalem, which, it is said, was not captured by 
Benjamin. 

In its present form we cannot trace this tradition back with cer- 
tainty beyond the seventh century, though it may be somewhat 
older. Some features of it are certainly comparatively late, e.g. the 
narrative of verses 8-10. This assumes that the Judahite expedition 
started with Jerusalem and worked southwards, whereas we know 
that this city remained untaken till the days of David. We may also 
doubt the capture of Hebron by the earliest invaders; the original 
Galebite district is still farther south. We are left wdth the two sites 
Hormah and Kiriath-sepher. It is the conquest of the latter of which 
tradition has preserved most detail, and we may suspect that the 
introduction of Judah and Simeon into the Hormah story is due to a 
later theory, dating probably from a time not earlier than that ofDavid. 

Our attention is attracted to two other passages in which Judah is 
mentioned. The first of these is in Gen. xxjcviii, w^here the whole 
suggestion of the story is that Judah was permanently resident in 
Palestine, and we are led to suspect that originally the name did not 
apply to any group of Aramaean invaders, but to a ^Ganaanite’ clan 
dwelling in the hills to the south of Jerusalem. In Judges xv. 9 ff. 
Judahites are introduced into the story of Samson, in a way which 
suggests that they, like the Danites, are subject to the Philistines. 

With these data before us we may, perhaps, venture to attempt 
some kind of tentative reconstruction of the history of the ‘tribe’. It 
begins with nomad inroads made by the Yahweh-worshipping tribes 
of the Kenites and Kenizzites — perhaps also Jerachmeelites — in 
the course of which, after a serious repulse, Hormah is taken and 
sacked. There follows the capture of Debir or Kiriath-sepher. This 
brings the nomads into contact with the settled group of Ganaanites to 
whom the name Judah originally belonged, and whose centre is in the • 
Hebron district. This is the situation at the beginning of the twelfth 
century b.c., but the pressure and domination of the Philistines 
unites the two groups into a single whole. An old Judahite tradition 
of the capture of Hebron from its aboriginal inhabitants is transferred 
to Galeb — now the chief hero of the composite group^ — the cult of 
Yahweh is imposed on the w^hole community, and a number of 
ancient traditions, the property of Judah, become part of the com- 
mon stock. We may suppose that this process was, in the main, 
complete before the end of the twelfth century, though the history 
of the group still kept it at a distance from the Aramaean settlements 
north of Jerusalem.^ 
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RISE AND ITS ZENITH 







INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 


I N the preceding pages we have endeavoured to trace the rise 
of Israel as a nation. We have seen the Aramaean invaders 
entering Palestine, partly conquering the country and partly 
uniting in various ways with their predecessors. We have seen 
how the distinction between the older and the newer elements in 
the population gradually broke down under the stress of foreign 
pressure, and how the superior military qualities of the Israelites 
enabled them to establish themselves as an aristocracy among 
their neighbours, so that in time of danger it was naturally 
they who took the lead. We have observed the elements in 
Israelite life which made for strength, the tradition of a common 
ancestry and blood, the worship of a common deity in place of 
the multifarious Baals of Canaanite times, the wild vigour which 
they showed in battle, and the extension of the political unit 
(albeit with the loosest type of organization) to the larger 
group of the tribe, instead of the city. We have noted the fact 
that the new-comers were able to impose their own racial and 
tribal traditions on the mixed race of which they now formed a 
part, and how they, in return, received from their predecessors 
much lore in cosmology, a legal code, methods of agriculture, 
and a religious system. It is noteworthy that they did not adopt 
the deities they found in the land,^ but substituted Yahweh at 
all the sanctuaries of the ancient Baals, probably identifying 
Him with them.^ So doing, they made what was, after all, their 
chief contribution to the life of the people. 

* This is the impression we receive from the Biblical narrative, but it may be 
necessary to leave a loop-hole for ourselves. In the Elephantine papyri, which date 
from the fifth century, we find more than one other deity worshipped along- 
side of Yahweh. These extra gods (and a goddess) bear Semitic, not Egyptian 
names, and it may be that they came into Egypt with the Jews who settled on Yeb. 
If so, it is difficult to avoid the conclusion tiiat they were worshipped in Palestine 
also, and we must ascribe the absence of their names from the literature to a scrupu- 
lous purification by later scribes. It may be remarked that these additional deities 
include Anath, who was apparently an ancient Syrian war goddess (cp. S. A. Cook, 
The Religion of Ancient Palestine in the light of Archaeology ^ pp. 104 ff. [1930]). As 
probable seats of her worship we may mention Anathoth and the Bcth-Anath 
mentioned in Jud. i. 33 as resisting Naphtaii (cp. Garstang, Joshua and Judges^ 
pp. 243-5). Cp. also vol. ii, pp. 161 ff. 

^ Professor A. G. Welch holds that the Ba*als continued to be worshipped at their 
old shrines, while the cult of Yahweh was carried on only at a limited number of 
sanctuaries. Discussion is not possible here; suffice it to say that, while the theory 
is illuminating and suggestive, tlie balance of evidence is in favour of the view taken 
^hoYC, Set The Code of Deuteronomy ^ 
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We enter now on the period in which this process of unifica- 
tion was carried to the greatest lengths it ever reached in Pales- 
tine, when there was not only a common race and a common 
religion, but a single centralized state. It is true that the unity 
was retained but for a short time, and that division then ap- 
peared; but the political disruption, strangely enough, had 
comparatively little effect on the national life,i and the men of 
the south continued to take an interest in the north, an d to 
recognize the fundamental unity of the two sections. Amos 
the first of the prophets whose work has come down to us in 
literary form, was a man of the far south, but his message was 
delivered to the northern kingdom, and as long as Samaria 
stood, Isaiah had much to say to her and about her. The ideal 
reconstructions, which later Israel so loved, always included the 
scattered tribes of the north, even though, as far as our evidence 
goes, they had long ceased to maintain their independent 
identity in the midst of the nations among whom they were 
settled. This sense of the oneness of Israel did not originate with 
the monarchy, but was enormously strengthened thereby, and 
without it might not have endured. Later ages looked forward 
to a reconstitution in which the divinely appointed king should 

be another David, combining under his rule aU of the Israehte 
name. 

The hundred years from 1050 to 950 b.c. presented a unique 
opportunity for the foundation of a single kingdom and the 
political unification of the state. The period marks the end of 
Epptian domination. The last invasion of Palestine by a 
Pharaoh (before the riseof Assyria) was, asfar as we know, that of 
Shesho^ in the reign of Rehoboam. A raid had been made on 
ezer, m the interests of Solomon, by an earlier king, and these 
are the o^y two occasions on which we hear of Egypt takins- 
any part in Palestinian affairs during the first half Sthe mon- 
archical period. For Egypt had fallen on evil days. The attacks 
Libyans and sea-peoples (Philistines and others) in the earlv 
days of the twentieth dynasty had been repulsed, but S 

chfEculty, and they exhausted the resources of the country For 

adowy kings, of small warring principaHties, and of a govern- 

relatiom between Israel and 
and separation. See abo-?e, pp. 135 ff.. and^l.^pj. 
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ment conducted primarily in the interests of the priests of Amon 
at Thebes. There were spasmodic revivals, and each dynasty 
in turn had at its initiation some vigorous action to its credit, 
but the strongest kings were now foreigners — Lybians or Ethi- 
opians, and their hold on the country was commonly brief. The 
glory of Egypt had departed, and she was sinking rapidly 
towards that decay which was to be made manifest to the world 
once and for all at the fatal battle of Garchemish.^ 

To the east and north the world powers were equally helpless. 
The general collapse of empires, which accompanied the inroads 
of the northern peoples and the end of the Aegean age, had 
swept away the old Hittite empire for ever. Babylon was now 
subject to Assyria, and Assyria herself was just beginning to rise 
towards the heights she afterwards held. Ashur-nasir-pal, one 
of the first of her great emperors, extended his conquests to the 
Mediterranean, but his armies did not come so far south as 
Palestine. What Assyria needed was partly a supply of timber, 
and partly an outlet for her commerce, and she secured the 
former in the Lebanon and the latter in northern Syria, where 
she was within easy reach of Cyprus. It was not until the time 
of Shalmaneser III, in the middle of the ninth century, that any 
Assyrian king concerned himself with the south-western end of 
the Fertile Crescent.^ 

The stage was thus clear for the local tribes and races of 
Palestine to play out their own drama. There would be no 
interference from the outside, and the future lay with any one 
element in the population which could create, organize, and 
hold a centralized government over the land. At the moment 
the Philistines were supreme, and to all appearance they might 
remain so, especially in the absence of any external invader of 
importance. But they could not keep that which they had won. 
We have not enough detailed knowledge of them to be sure of 
the causes of their failure — or at least of those features of their 
character and polity which made for failure. It may have been 
due to their comparatively small numbers, or there may have 
been divisions among their own ranks,^ or again it may be that 
they made no serious attempt to organize and unify their con- 
quests, but depended, as Egypt and Assyria did after her, on 

® 605 B.G. ^ See above, p. ii. 

3 The five cities were always independent of one another; Gath, in particular, 
seems to have been at times pro-Israelite. See also pp. 192, 210. 
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scattered garrisons, supported by occasional demonstrations of 

military force. 

But if we cannot appraise the internal weakness of the Philis- 
tine power, we can form a fairly accurate judgement of the 
forces which confronted and ultimately dispossessed it of the 
larger part of its territory. It was the native population which 
rose against the latest immigrants and drove them back to the 
coast-lands; they were checked by the peoples whom they had 
defeated in battle, and for a time kept on the level of subjects, 
almost of slaves. And it cannot be too strongly insisted, or too 
often repeated, that the element in the native population which 
gave it strength to accomplish its purpose was that Aramaean 
blood, tradition, and outlook which Israel had contributed to the 
common stock. The Hebrews alone brought a sense of unity into 
the land. They alone had traditions of a common descent. They 
alone maintained something of that democratic ideal of society 
which gave to each man a personal dignity and responsibility; 
they alone provided the strongest of all unifying forces, a com- 
mon religion. 

It falls to us now to attempt to trace what were the steps by 
which Israel succeeded in establishing a unified state in Pales- 
tine, and so created a people who, alone of the ancient nations, 
have preserved their national identity to this day. We must see 
how the first revolt against the foreign power was carried at 
length to a successful issue, in spite of early failure. We must 
watch the effort put forth, with temporary success, by a man of 
the highest genius, to unite discordant elements in the people 
and to overcome the centrifugal tendency which seemed, till 
his day, to be inherent in the Israelite character. We must try 
to estimate the greatness of the kingdom thus formed, and see, 
too, how David’s successors, lacking his political wisdom, fol- 
lowed a course which inevitably led to disruption. Yet even so, 
the task of fusion had been carried through so completely that, 
in spite of the division of the kingdom, a certain sense of national 
unity remained, and the two kingdoms, by the middle of the 
ninth century, reached a height of culture and of power which 
hardly David had attained. 

Our subject, then, naturally falls into two main sections: 
{a) the establishment of the monarchy, comprising the reigns of 
Saul, David, and Solomon, {b) the history of the divided king- 
dom down to the time when the Assyrians stand on the 
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threshold, and are about to enter into the political life of 
Palestine. 

Our sources of information are derived almost entirely from the 
Biblical records. There is one inscription at Karnak, dating from 
the reign of Sheshonk, which throws light on the early days of the 
disruption, and we have the famous inscription of Mesha, king of 
Moab, from near the end of the period. Other evidence can be 
derived from archaeology, the discoveries at Megiddo and at Samaria 
being of primary importance. Our Biblical evidence is contained in 
the books of Samuel and KingSy with some doubtful additions from 
Chronicles, But the extent to which this latter compilation can be 
used as an authority independent of Samuel and Kings is very uncer- 
tain. There may be traditions preserved which have escaped the 
earlier writers, and their silence must not be held to be, in itself, 
adequate ground for rejecting any narrative; but the Chronicler’s 
work, as a whole, is to be regarded as an idealized history, written from 
the point of view held by orthodox Judaism of the jfourth century 
B.G., and additions and discrepancies must be regarded with some 
suspicion. 

In the other books, however, we have material which is often of 
the highest value. The compilers had at their disposal a number of 
contemporary records, including the official court documents from 
the time of David onwards. These seem to have undergone little 
modification, except that they have been abbreviated — less in the 
reign of David than elsewhere, with the result that we have a clearer 
picture of his career than of any of his successors. There are also 
extracts clearly taken from the archives of the Temple, which are of 
particular value for one side of the life of Israel, passages from some 
kind of collection of the lives of the prophets, especially from the 
lives of Elijah and Elisha, which are profoundly important as giving 
the point of view, not of the government, but of the common people. 
Such evidence of popular feeling and conditions is almost without 
parallel in the ancient world. 
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A. THE UNITED MONARCHY 
Chapter IX 
SAUL 

SUMMARY 

[The yoke of the Philistines does not seem to have been heavy, and 
though their cattle were to be found in the central range, they governed 
the country mainly by means of single officers and small garrisons. The 
element which was most dissatisfied with their rule is to be seen in 
the ecstatic prophets of Yahweh. To this class belonged Saul, son of 
Kish. His first exploit was the relief of Jabesh-gilead, besieged by 
Ammonites. His son Jonathan assassinated a Philistine official, and 
a strong force was sent into the hills. On the other side, Saul organized 
an army of some kind, but there seemed little hope of success until 
Jonathan’s exploit at Michmash led to a total defeat of the Philistines 
and a clearing of the central range. His defeat of the Amalekites 
further established his power, and in him we have the first real king 
of Israel. 

The Philistines continued, however, their attempts to recover the 
ground they had lost, and in connexion with one of their efforts 
David first appeared. But his success, here and later, aroused the 
jealousy of Saul, and the consequent division in the Israelite 
ranks ultimately weakened him and his people so much that the 
Philistines were able to recover their ascendancy. The final battle 
took place at Mount Gilboa, where Saul and several of his sons 
perished, and Israel was utterly defeated. Once more the Philistine 
triumph seemed complete. 

Saul’s kingdom was not highly organized, though he had some- 
thing like a standing army, and seems to have exacted tribute from 
his subjects. But for the real administrative organization, Israel had 
to wait tiU the time of David.] 

AS has already been remarked, the Philistines seem to have 
employed the imperial methods in use by the Egyptians 
before them, with this modification, that we find little evidence 
of their permitting the existence of local kingdoms or princi- 
palities.^ They established garrisons, and appointed (it seems) 
local commissioners of some kind, but trusted mainly to the 
disarmament of the population for the security of their power, 
interfering but little with the ordinary life of the people. They 
made, as far as we know, little or no attempt to extend their 

They do seem, however, to have acquiesced in the divided kingdom after the 
death of Saul. 
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authority beyond the Jordan, being content to hold western 
Palestine. As long as he observed the authority of the Philis- 
tines, the ordinary Israelite was free to go about his own affairs, 
to till his own fields, and to manage his local village business. 
We should never suspect, on reading the records of the early 
days of Saul, that the country was under a foreign government 
or, indeed, under any government at all. Yet we know that all 
the while the Philistine power was in the background, and that 
its forces could be employed at any time when it seemed neces- 
sary to maintain its position, while in some districts Philistines 
had so far settled as to maintain their own flocks and herds. ^ 
The average Israelite might have been content to acquiesce 
in the conditions prevalent. But there was one element in their 
national life which would be satisfied with nothing less than 
complete independence. This was the class of religious enthu- 
siasts known as the Jsfebi^irrij or prophets. As far as our evidence 
takes us, it would seem that this type of enthusiast was not 
original in Israel, but was characteristic of Canaanite religion 
before the Hebrews entered the country. Their peculiar feature 
was an ecstatic condition, in which men lost the normal control 
of themselves. The attacks might manifest themselves in violent 
activity, in wild tossing of the limbs, in contortions and strange 
movements, which tended to become rhythmical, especially 
when a number were together. In some ways they resembled 
the ‘'dancing dervishes’ who appeared many centuries after- 
wards in Islam, though there is no sign of their presence in early 
Arabia. At a later time these manifestations were to be ob- 
served over the whole of the Mediterranean world, but nearly 
always in the devotees of a few particular deities, Apollo, 
Dionysus, or the Asiatic Mother goddess. Where they are found 
in the servants of other gods or goddesses, their presence is 
generally to be ascribed to syncretism,^ and this seems to have 

^ Cp. I Sam. xiv. 32. 

^ Herodotus observed certain Carians in Egypt given to ecstatic behaviour in 
the worship of Isis, and expressly remarks that this betrays their foreign origin. The 
best account we have of them comes from Apuleius, where the goddess is again 
Isis, no doubt assimilated to the Asiatic Mother goddess. The Apollo priestesses at 
Delphi and Cumae are further instances, and Euripides* presentation of the 
Bacchants illustrates the phenomenon in the cult of Dionysus. In all cases it can be 
traced back to Syria or Asia Minor, and the earliest mention we have comes from * 
the report of Wen-Amon in the eleventh century, where it occurs at Byblos. Except 
in the late story of the seventy elders, we have no reference to the true Nabi’ during 
tlic nomad period of IsracFs history, and it seems clear tUat the prophetic ecstasy 
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been true of the Israelite prophets. They were not, however, 
devotees of Baal, but of Yahweh, and since the ecstatic state was 
infectious and was enhanced not only by the use of certain drugs 
and by music, but also by association with others subject to it, 
they used to go about the country in wild bands, stirring up the 
people to fidelity to Yahweh, and urging them to action where 
His name was likely to be brought into disrepute. It seems that 
their morals were not above reproach, and their social standing 
was low, but they were respected and listened to, as the mouth- 
piece of their God. The combination of a high degree of sanctity 
with a low ethical and social standard is not uncommon in 
oriental religions, and, little as these men appeal to us to-day, it 
cannot be denied that in their own age they played a part of 
primary importance in the development both of the religious 
and of the political history of Israel. It is to them that we must 
ascribe one of the strongest impulses to independence in the 
days of the Philistine occupation.^ 

It was to the class of ecstatic prophets that SauP belonged. 
We have in i Sam. ixf. the story of his being anointed by Samuel, 
whom he has met more or less by accident in the course of a 
search for his father’s asses.^ The Seer tells Saul of the high 
destiny in store for him and indicates several signs by which he 
may be sure that the prediction will be fulfilled. The last of 

was one of the elements of Canaanite religion which Israel adopted after the con- 
quest. For a full discussion cp. T. H. Robinson, ‘Baal in Hellas’, Classical Quarterly, 
xi (1917), pp. 201 ff. ; Prophecy and the Prophets in Ancient Israel, ch. 3 (1923), and 
especially Holscher, Die Propheten, ch. 3 (1914). 

* It should, perhaps, be remarked that our earliest sources describe Samuel, not 
as a Nabi’, but as a Seer, a class of men possessed of second sight, but not subject to 
the wilder manifestations of the ecstasy. Indeed, in i Sam. ix. g (a later gloss) he 
seems to be clearly, almost sharply, distinguished from the professional prophet. 

^ Lods {Israel, p. 41 1) makes the interesting suggestion that the story of Samuel’s 
childhood really belongs to Saul. This theory, it is true, explains Saul’s name, but 
involves changes in very many details. Cf. also Gheyne in EB., col. 45303. 

^ We have two accounts of the appointment of Saul, one in i Sam. ix. i — ^x. 16, 
the other in i Sam. viii, x. 1 7 if. The latter is clearly a continuation of that element 
in chs. i~vii, which makes Samuel the theocratic Judge, and regards the monarchy 
as an act of apostasy. In the former, Samuel is a seer with a good local reputation, 
but is not w’idely known; it appears that Saul has never heard of him before, and 
his servant has picked up only some local gossip and does not seem to know his 
name. Samuel, as one of the great figures of early Israel, is presented to us in more 
than one capacity, as Judge, as Seer, as Priest. On any hypothesis he played an 
important part in the foundation of the kingdom, but, as far as we can judge, the 
earliest presentation of him was as Seer, and the other aspects are later interpreta- 
tions, It was natural that a number of stories should gather round tlie personality 
of the real founder of th^ Israelite monarchy. 
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these is that, as he nears his home at Gibeah, he will meet a 
company of prophets coming down from the high place and will 
be infected with their Spirit. Thereafter he may trust to this 
Spirit for guidance in action. What Samuel foretold comes 
to pass, much to the surprise of Saul’s kinsmen and fellow- 
townsmen, and for the rest of his life, for good or evil, he is 
liable to attacks of the ecstasy. 

Saul’s first chance came, not from any incident in western 
Palestine, but from Transjordania.^ The city of Jabesh-gilead 
was attacked by Ammonites, and its inhabitants secured per- 
mission to try to get help from their brethren across the Jordan; 
if it did not come within three days, they would submit to a 
shameful mutilation in token of their submission to Ammon. 
Messengers were sent through all Israel, and they reached 
Gibeah^ and told their story just as Saul came in from ploughing. 
At once the Spirit hushed’ ^ upon him, he hewed the oxen in 
pieces and sent them, like a fiery cross, through all Israel. The 
rendezvous was at Bezek, on the eastern slope of the central 
range, whence Jabesh-gilead is almost visible on the opposite 
hills. By clever strategy Saul utterly defeated the Ammonites, 
and liberated the imperilled city. 

The importance of this victory was very great. It showed 
Israel that there was a man among them who was capable of 
taking up the mantle of the old Judges, one inspired of the 
Spirit, who could fight and win battles for Israel. In future, men 
would look to Saul as the natural leader of the people, and would 
recognize in him the divinely-appointed champion of Yahweh 
and of Israel against their foes. But there was also another 

^ Lods {Israel, p. 41 1) finds it difficult to believe that this is Saul’s first exploit, 
and secs reason to doubt many of the details. His chief reason (though not the only 
one) is that the Philistines would hardly have permitted such an expedition to take 
place. But, as wc have seen, our information docs not suggest that their authority 
was rigorously imposed, until Israel broke definitely into revolt with Jonathan’s 
murder of a Philistine officer. Disarmament probably seemed to be as much as was 
necessary. To the modern mind the idea of an army without weapons is a contra- 
diction in terms, but more than once the forces of Israel won victories with primitive 
weapons — ^stones and clubs. Probably the decisive factor was the rush of a frenzied 
mob which drove the enemy to flee in panic, and the actual slaughter took place 
only during the pursuit, when the Israelites would pick up and use any arms the 
fugitives threw away. 

* For ancient Gibeah (probably not the same as Geba), as revealed by excava- 
tions, see Vincent, ‘Fouilles americaines k TeU-cl-FouF, in RJB,, 1923, pp. 426-304 
also Desnoyers, HPH, ii. 53 ff. , 

3 I Sam. xi, 6; the technical term for the access of the prophetic Spirit, 
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aspect of the case. Saul secured the permanent gratitude of the 
men of Jabesh-gilead, and, indeed, of a large district to the east 
of Jordan. In after days this was the real stronghold of his house, 
and in the coming struggle with the Philistines he had secured a 
base on which he could fall back, outside the territory which 
they controlled. Once again we note the part played by Israel 
‘across Jordan’, and realize something of the importance of the 
double settlement. This is the first time that the east has played 
an important part in the history of the land as a whole, but it 
will not be the last, and throughout the period now before us we 
must not lose sight of the fundamental unity of the people, 
whether to the west or to the east. 

Saul’s first clash with the Philistines took place at Michmash, 
and the hero of the story is his son Jonathan. In Saul’s own city 
of Geba or Gibeah there was a Philistine official, ^ who may have 
had a small bodyguard with him. This man was attacked and 
killed by Jonathan, and his action lit the train which led to 
widespread revolt. At once the summons was sent out by Saul, 
and the men of Israel gathered to him at Gilgal. The spot was 
probably chosen because it lay near the fords of the Jordan, and 
offered an easy line of retreat to a country independent of the 
Philistine power and wholly devoted to Saul. News came 
quickly to the Philistine authorities,^ and a force was sent into 
the mountains.3 It stationed itself at Michmash, a strong posi- 
tion on the road leading up from the plain of Jericho, which 
would cut off communication between the Israelite army and 
the central hills. The immediate result was a panic in the 
Israelite camp. Many of those who were at Gilgal deserted and 
crossed the river, for they were unarmed and unused to disci- 
pline; the general inhabitants took refuge in caves and dens. 
Saul, with six hundred men who remained with him, made his 
way to Geba, two or three miles south of, and above, Mchmash. 
The Philistines were bent on punishment, and sent out three 

‘ This seems to be the meaning of the word n'SJ here (i Sam. xiii. 3) and in x. 5, 
cp. H. P. Smith, Sarnttel, pp. 68, 69; Budde, iShawwI, p. 67, where the suggestion is 
made that he was the overseer of tribute, 

^ In I Sam. xiii. 3 the text is certainly corrupt, though a satisfactory recon- 
struction is not so obvious. For suggestions cp. Smith and Budde, ad loc. 

^ ^ We can hardly suppose that it was exactly that which is described in i Sam, 
xiii. 5, for chariots could not manoeuvre in the hills, and, when we next hear of them, 
the people at Michmash constitute a small garrison, not the large camp of an army. 
The verse may be a latec insertion, and the *post* at Michmash may have been a 

part of the regular Philistme establishment. 
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bands of raiders to ravage the countryside, one to the north, one 
to the east, and one to the west, leaving only a small garrison at 
Michmash. 

So matters stood for a time, until one day Jonathan was seized 
with a wild spirit of adventure, and proposed to his squire that 
they should make some attempt on the Philistine garrison, in 
the absence of the raiding parties. Between Michmash on the 
north and Geba on the south stood two pinnacles of rock, and it 
was not until they had passed these that the two Hebrews 
became visible to the garrison.^ The story goes that the audacity 
of the two men aroused the amusement of the Philistines, and 
they challenged them to climb the crag to the fort. Accepting 
this as an omen, Jonathan and his squire scrambled up the cliff, 
and fell upon the Philistines, Jonathan striking them down as 
they came within his reach, and his squire behind him despatch- 
ing the wounded. About twenty were killed in the narrow 
space, and those who escaped fell into the arms of one of the 
returning raiding bands and threw them also into a panic, 

Geba was too far away for details of the fight to be visible, but 
the retreating mob caught the eye of the watchman. Saul began 
to consult the Ephod,^- but the true state of the case became so 
clear that he did not carry out his intention, and called all those 
who were with him to the pursuit. News of what was happening 
spread quickly, and Israelites began to swarm from all quarters. 
Some had taken service with the Philistines, and these now 
turned against their employers. Unarmed as they were, the 
Israelites came in such numbers as to complete the rout, seizing, 
perhaps, such weapons as the enemy dropped. Flight and pur- 
suit swept over the hills, past Bethel and past Beth-horon, down 
the valley of Aijalon, till the survivors of the Philistine host were 
scattered over the plain. 3 

Two incidents are recorded as connected with this victory. One is 
the establishment of an altar — a single great stone — ^by Saul, in order 
that the people who in their hunger had fallen on the spoil, might 
duly present the blood to Yahweh. This is important for the history 
of the cultus, since no objection is taken either to Saul’s making the 
altar or to the people’s sacrificing there in the open field."^ The other 

* Cp. Driver, Motes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel^ (1913), p, 106 with 
map opposite. 

^ So, rightly, the text of the LXX in xiv. 18. ^ i Sam. xiv. 4-^3. 

^ I Sam. xiv. 32-5. The simple rite may be held to represent one of the earliest 
forms of Semitic sacrifice, viz. the disposal of the blood as ^ mysterious fluid. 
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narrative tells us how Jonathan, having unwittingly transgressed the 
taboo laid on food by Saul, is condemned to death, but is saved by 
the people. The narrative implies that an animal was offered in his 
place, and we have an early instance of a surrogate for a human 
victim.* 

This victory recovered the hill country for Israel, and restored 
the people to a sense of independence. It also had the effect of 
securing the throne to Saul, who henceforward was recognized as 
tlie king of Israel. For the time his authority was certainly 
limited, extending no farther north than the plain of Esdraelon, 
if so far, and bounded on the south by the Jerusalem dis trict, 
though the narratives assume that he had free access to the 
Judahite lands. To the west the Israelites were not yet in pos- 
session of the Shephelah, but the territory to the east of Jordan 
was included in the dominions of Saul. All his life he was en- 
gaged in a struggle against the Philistines, with peaceful inter- 
vals, but seems to have recovered little further ground except 
in the Shephelah. The idealized account in i Sam. xiv. 47 
speaks of conquests of Edom, Moab, and Aramaean kings, but 
in the absence of any details this statement must be regarded as 
an anticipation of the achievements of his successors. 

_ We have no reason to doubt Saul’s conquest of the Amale- 
kites.2 He must have had free passage through the hills to the 
south, for tliis people belongs properly to the region between 
Palestine and Egypt. The story is best kno%vn for the breach 
which it produced between Samuel and Saul, a breach which 
originated as far back as before the battle of Michmash. In 
failing to slay Agag and destroy the cattle of Amalek on the 
spot, Saul was guilty of a violation of the taboo, and the result 
was the loss of his sense of the aid and support of Yahweh. 
Though in a sense the rupture with Samuel belonged rather to 
his personal life than to the history of Israel, it had neverthe- 
less a serious effect on the national cause. 

From this point onwards, the story of Saul’s reign is not to be 
understood without reference to two personal factors of impor- 
tance, not wholly disconnected from one another. The first is 
the gradu^ change wHch took place in the man himself. As 
our narrative stands, this is bound up with his relation to Samuel, 
who represents the pure, dieocratic, aspect of Israelite political 
theory. From this standpoint, Saul is king, but always subject 

' I Sam. xiv. a4-So, 36-45. a i Sam. xv. 
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to the spiritual power, represented by Samuel, and he must 
obey and give due honour to the great Seer. The first sign of 
trouble appears even before the battle of Michmash,i when Saul, 
finding himself in a desperate situation, can wait no longer for 
Samuel, and insists on offering sacrifice himself. The second 
and more serious is connected with the Amalekite war. That 
is undertaken at the behest of Samuel, as the mouthpiece of 
Yahweh, and Saul’s failure to carry out the taboo placed on 
Amalek leads to a final breach between the two, though Samuel 
continues to recognize Saul formally as king. 

These passages offer an official and theological explanation 
of a change in Saul which is only too well attested elsewhere. 
From the first he has been a ‘Nabi’ ’, a person possessed by the 
Spirit of Yahweh, and liable to sudden attacks of ecstasy. In 
I Sam. xvi. 14 it is stated that the Spirit of Yahweh has departed 
from Saul, and an evil Spirit from Yahweh troubles him. This 
is a later way of saying that the Spirit (for in the early Hebrew 
belief there is only one Spirit of Yahweh) has ceased to be a help 
to him, and has become his bane. Saul still ‘prophesies’, 2 but 
the prophetic frenzy no longer leads him to feats of valour on 
behalf of Israel ; rather it induces in him conduct which is at 
best trivial and at worst criminal. Modern psychopathology 
may well have an explanation for the facts of the ecstasy, and 
will understand how, when once the primary inspiration is gone 
from it, the patient may be driven to the opposite extreme. But 
to the ancient world the explanation must be theological, for 
all abnormal psychic states were due to the direct action of a 

^ The narratives of i Samuel from ch. xi. onwards seem to have been constructed 
from several different sources, and present a very complicated problem. While in 
certain respects some agreement between commentators has been reached, that 
agreement is far from being complete, as may be seen by reference to H. P. Smith, 
Samuel [ICC,), pp. xxii-xxvi (1899); Budde, Samuel (KHC,), pp. xii-xxi (1897); 
Nowack, Die Bucher Samuelis [HK,) (1902), pp. xiv~xxv, xxx-xxxv) ; Kennedy, x and 
s Samuel [Cent, pp. 13-26, to select four typical modern commentators. Perhaps 

it should be recognized that, whatever the intermediate stages in the construction of 
the book, we have behind them all lives of the three main characters, Samuel, Saul, 
David. These, of course, overlap, and in each mention is made of the subjects of the 
others — no life of Saul could be written without reference to both Samuel and 
David. Within each we may find variant traditions, e.g. in the introduction 
of David to Saul, where there are clearly two narratives, and both belong to a 
life of David. For the practical purpose of the study of Israel’s history, there is little 
to choose between the stories belonging to a biography of Saul and those which are 
more concerned with David. The Samuel passages, on the other hand, seem to be 
written from the standgoint of a religious theory which is probably of later develop- 
ment in Israel than the rest, ® i Sam. xviii, 10, xix. 24. 
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superhuman power, and Israel’s historians — probably also Saul 
himself— saw in the change that had taken place in him the 
evidence of the anger and hostility of Yahweh. 

The other factor is the appearance and rise of David. There 
are two accounts,^ mutually inconsistent, of David’s introduc- 
tion to Saul. Both, however, bring him to the battle of the Vale 
of Elah and show him as the hero who wins the victory for 
Israel on that day. One of them connects his coming with 
SauFs condition, and states that he was brought to the king 
because of his musical ability. The connexion between music 
and ecstatic possession is clearly attested elsewhere, ^ and the 
power that could arouse the spirit could also control and quiet 
it. Saul is not only refreshed and soothed by David’s playing, 
but is charmed by his personality, and makes him his squire. 
According to the other account, David is quite unknown to Saul 
and his officers until he comes with a message from his father to 
his brothers, hears the challenge of Goliath, and goes out to fight 
him — apparently without meeting Saul till the Philistine is dead. 
We have also in ch. xvi. 1-13 an account of the anointing of 
David, which properly belongs rather to the Samuel group 
of narratives. 

Whichever form of tradition we prefer up to the incident of 
David’s duel with Goliath, ^ after that point the general trend of 

^ X Sam. xvi. 17-23 and i Sam. xvii. i — ^xviii. 5, the latter passage including 
elements which belong to a continuation of the former. The analysis here followed 
is that of Eissfeldt, cp. Die Komposition der Samuelisbiicher, pp. ii ff.j 57 (1931). 

^ e.g. I Sam. x. 5, q Kgs. iii. 15. 

® In 2 Sam. xxi. 19 we have the record of the slaughter of ‘Goliath of Gath, the 
staff of whose spear was like a weaver’s beam’, not by David, but by ‘Elhanan, the 
son of Jaare-oregim, the Bethlehemite*. Naturally this has aroused serious doubts 
in the minds of many commentators. Were there two Goliaths? This is hardly 
probable. Was it Elhanan (see further, pp. 212, 231) or was it David that slew 
him? The natural tendency of tradition is to glorify the familiar figure by ascribing 
all possible feats to him, not to take his actions (unless they are discreditable!) and 
assign them to a nonentity. The death of Goliath is the only title Elhanan had to 
fame, and the probability of his having been the original hero is so strong as to 
amount to practical certainty. Most commentators, therefore, have assumed that 
the whole story of Goliath has been transferred from Elhanan to David, and then 
considerably elaborated. It is possible that the process of elaboration has con- 
tinued beyond the writing of the books of Samuel in their original form, for xvii, 12- 
31, 41, xvii. 55 — ^xviii. 5 arc omitted by the LXX, leaving a clearer and more 
straightforward account. The suggestion is that the LXX represents the earlier 
form of text, which the Palestinian tradition has expanded (but see Driver, Notes on 
the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel ^ pp. 149-51). The prevailing view is, perhaps, 
best represented by Stade, GVL i. 227 ff., where other gro^inds for suspecting the 
originality of the Goliath-David story are stated. But a solution, ingenious and on 
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events is clear. David, young as he was, developed into a great 
warrior, and was given a high position in Saul’s army . His wonder- 
ful personal charm attracted the whole people, including Saul’s 
own heroic son, Jonathan. ^ At the same time his signal success 
aroused Saul’s jealousy, and he did his best to make away with 
the younger man, by one means or another. This part of the 
story is told entirely from the standpoint of David, and it goes on 
to tell how he was compelled to flee for his life from Saul’s court, 
how he escaped, according to one story,^ through a trick of his 
wife’s; according to another, through the good offices of Jona- 
than;3 how he secured help by a trick from the priests of Nob,4 
thereby bringing down on them the vengeance of Saul;5 and, 
finall y, how he established himself in the southern ‘wilderness’ 
as the leader of a band of brigands.® Saul made various 
attempts to secure and kill him, but David always escaped, and 
on two occasions^ (possibly the same event recorded in different 
sources) exhibited great magnanimity in sparing the life of Saul 
when the king was in lus power. Finally, he took refuge with 
Achish, king of Gath.® 

We could wish that we had the story as written from Saul’s 
point of view. If we had, we should probably see the young 
warrior, receiving every benefit from the king, including the hand 
of his own daughter, yet seeking to undermine his influence 
and ultimately to supersede him. It would be clear to us that 
the distraction in Saul’s mind and the division among his people 
were among the main causes of his fall and final defeat. It 
may be true that David was not actually among the armies of 
the Philistines which destroyed Saul, but he had been for some 
time in the service of the Philistine king, and he was in command 

the whole satisfactory, has been proposed by Kennedy {Samml, p. 122), who points 
out that in i Sam. xvii the name of Goliath occurs only in verse 4, and that even 
there it is parenthetic. He therefore proposes to omit the name, and holds that the 
giant slain by David was anonymous. Even if it still be held that the story is not 
historical, Kennedy’s solution would get rid of a discrepancy which must surely 
have been noticed by a compiler, though a copyist might easily overlook it. The 
same view is held by Desnoyers, cp. HFH. ii. 82 n. Further, he suggests that the 
original text may be represented by LXX®, according to which David may already 
have been known to Saul, More probably, however, the narrative in this text has 
been mutilated in order to remove the obvious discrepancy. For other views, 
including that which identifies David with Eihanan, cf. S, A, Cook, CAH, ii, 
PP* 393 * Cp. e.g. I Sam. xviii. i. 

2 I Sam. xix. 11-17. ^ i Sam. xx. ^ i Sam. xxi. 1-9. 

^ I Sam. xxii. 6-19.^ 1 Sam. xxii. 1—2. i Sam. xxiv, xxvi. 5-25. 

® I Sam. xxi. 10-15, xxvii. 2 ff. — possibly variant traditions of the same event. 
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of a force which might have turned the day against the enemy« 
In considering the later life and the death of Saul, we must not 
lose sight of the fact that the quarrel with David — whatever be 
its cause, and whoever was to blame — meant disruption and 
weakness, and contributed in no small degree to the king’s 
downfall. 

With these considerations in the backgound, we can return 
to the story of Saul as it affects more directly the history of the 
whole people. We hear from time to time of wars against the 
Philistines, in some of which David plays a leading part.^ Only 
two great battles, however, are described; the first is the battle 
in the Vale of Elah, where the victory was won by David’s 
slaughter of Goliath. The effect of this must have been con- 
siderable. The site, near Socoh, is in one of the valleys that lead 
up into the Judaean hills, where the mountain range is beginning 
to give way to the Shephelah. It seems that the pursuit carried 
Israel weU down into the plain, and it is clear that, for a time, 
much of the low-lying country was recovered for Israel. But, 
though we have no account of actual engagements, the Philis- 
tines gradually worked their way back. In particular, it appears 
that they had never been driven out from the northern territory 
which they had occupied, and the plain of Esdraelon was in 
their hands through the whole of Saul’s reign. It was, in fact, 
from that point that the final attack was made. We may suspect 
that the Philistines used Beth-shean as the base of their opera- 
tions, and, having failed to penetrate the hills from the west, 
had decided to try the route directly southwards through the 
Ephraimite hill country, where the passes are harder to defend 
and lead to a fairly easy road. There is, in fact, no line which 
can be safely held against a superior invading force between the 
plain of Esdraelon and Jerusalem, ^ for the country leads up 
through a series of small plains separated by low ridges into the 
tableland of Judah. 

The main body of the Philistine army, then, made its way 
from the coastal plains into the plain of Esdraelon. There are 

^ Cp. not only the story of Goliath in i Sam. xvii, but also such references as 
xviii. 27, xix. 8. 

^ Gp. G. A. Smith, HGHL.f ch. xii, where the absence of a ‘scientific frontier* 
between Judah and Samaria is clearly brought out. Some of the most successful 
invaders of Judah (e.g. Sennacherib, cp. p. 396) followed this route, and we need 
not doubt that it was this which the Philistines sought to use in their rcconquest of 
the country. ^ 

« , 
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three main routes across the Carmel range. That which lies 
most to the south-east is, strictly speaking, not across the range 
at all, but through the plain of Dothan which separates Carmel 
from the central hills. North and west of this is the famous pass 
to Megiddo, while the third, less easy, is nearer still to the sea, 
and is guarded at its outlet by Jokneam. While many of the 
details are obscure, it is hardly likely that the Philistines used 
the first; it was probably too open to attack from the hills, and 
the Philistines would wish to concentrate before having to fight 
a pitched battle. Beth-shean was available as one base of opera- 
tions, while the main body probably gained access to the plain 
through Megiddo. It is clear, however, that the great concen- 
tration of their troops was in the plain, to the north or north-west 
of Gilboa. 

Our knowledge of the fatal battle in which Saul met his end is 
derived from I Sam.xxviii-xxxi. Literary criticism of this difficult 
passage^ seems to lead us to a reconstruction of the events much 
as follows. The first great gathering of the Philistines was at 
Shunem, where the main body, advancing from the south-west, 
was reinforced by troops from Beth-shean. David, who had 
followed his immediate overlord, Achish, fell under the suspieion 
of the other Philistines, and was dismissed, while the main force 
moved from Shunem to Jezreel. Saul and his men took ground 
on the lower slopes to the north-west of Gilboa, whence they 
could watch the larger movements which were made in the 
plain below them, and cover the road into the hills at any point 
where the enemy might seek to force an entrance. But Saul, in 
desperation, made his way to Endor, where he consulted a 
famous necromancer, who summoned the ghost of Samuel, but 
all he received was the assurance of his doom. The Philistines 
made no long delay, but, with archers and chariots, followed 
the easier slopes up into the hills from Jezreel and the west. 
They drove back the Israelites, fighting desperately, to the 
higher ground, where, it seems, the wheeled vehicles were com- 
pelled to give up the struggle, and the battle was continued by 
the archers. First Saul’s sons and then the king himself were 
slain. As to the manner of his death we seem to have two 
traditions, that given to us in i Sam. xxxi. 4, according to which 
he committed suicide in despair, and that of 2 Sam. i. 2-10. In 
the latter passage an Amalekite came to David to tell him that it 
’*'See Additional Note B, pp. 197 ff. 
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was he who had killed Saul, at the king’s own command. There 
is no suggestion in the story that the messenger is not speaking 
the truth, and we have probably an alternative account of the 
way in which Saul met his end. The day after the battle the 
Philistines were despoiling the slain, and came across the bodies 
of Saul and of his sons. The king’s head was cut off and sent 
round the Philistine cities in token of victory. The royal armour 
was deposited in the temple of Ashtoreth, apparently in Beth- 
shean, while the headless trunk was hung on the walls of the 
city. From there it was rescued by the men of Jabesh-gilead, 
who thus piously requited the service that Saul had rendered to 
them in his early days. 

The Philistine triumph seemed complete. The whole of the 
Ephraimite hill country lay open to them, and the record states 
that the cities were abandoned by the Israelites and left to the 
Philistines.^ The plain of Esdraelon was theirs, and possibly also 
the land to the north, though, as we have no mention of Gali- 
laean tribes or localities (except Shunem), we can only con- 
jecture that they held this part of the land. Details of this second 
occupation are lacking; we have no formal mention of Philistine 
garrisons and officials, but we can hardly suppose it to have been 
less complete than the first. It is true that the victors appear to 
have made no attempt to cross the Jordan and subdue Bashan and 
Gilead. But they now held the whole of the great caravan route 
through Palestine, and, as it seems, could control the fords of the 
Jordan. We are not certain whether they occupied the plain of 
Jericho, and the references to David’s early years as king in 
Hebron suggest that either they were less careful to garrison the 
country farther south or that they recognized him as a Philistine 
official. But these were comparatively small points for the time. 
To all appearance the Israelite attempt at independence had 
proved a complete failure, and the chains of foreign domination 
were riveted only the more firmly on the country. 

There was thus again presented to the Philistines an oppor- 
tunity almost unique in the history of Palestine. There was a 
general stirring of the peoples, and the prize of world dominion 
lay ready for any power strong enough to seize and hold it. The 
old empires of Egypt and of the Hittites were no longer serious 
competitors; the former had been so weakened by the assaults of 
the Aegean peoples as to be glad to find themselves free from 

* I Sam. xxxi. 7, 
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foreign invasion, while the movement which brought the Philis- 
tines into Palestine had swept the latter power away. Assyria, 
though showing signs of vitality, was confined to northern 
Mesopotamia, save in so far as she exercised a precarious 
authority over Babylonia, and was making strong efforts to 
form a durable northern frontier. Nowhere was there a power 
of the first rank. Though the territory controlled by the Philis- 
tines was comparatively small, its central position should have 
made it possible to extend north and south and east. Its people 
possessed an advanced and ancient culture, ^ and were skilled 
l30th on land and at sea. They would have needed some 
centuries for their development, but, since they held the world’s 
greatest line of communication, they might have maintained 
themselves against attacks from the outside until they had built 
up a state internally strong, which, possibly, could have resisted 
Ass}Tia at her zenith. 

One of the reasons for the ultimate failure of the Philistines may 
be found in their own political organization, or lack of organiza- 
tion. The five cities maintained each its own autonomy, and 
though they could and did act together in the face of a common 
enemy, it seems that there was no complete harmony between 
them. It is clear, for instance, that David was a vassal of Gath 
rather than of the Philistine power in general, and even to a late 
period in his reign he could rely on the fidelity of Gittite troops. 
Gath was the smallest of the five towns, and lay nearest to the 
central hills, where Israel was strongest in western Palestine, but 
its failure to co-operate heartily with the other four must have 
meant a serious rift within the Philistine community. 

With this lack of a centralized authority we may, perhaps, 
connect tlie Philistine methods of government. Our Biblical 
narratives, coming as they do from Israelite sources, make no 
clear distinction between the various states. The invaders are 
grouped under a single name, and, on the surface, the record 
suggests that they governed the country as a single unit. 
But we have seen enough to realize that this impression is 
unreliable, and that there was no real political unity among 
them. They must have, in some way, partitioned the newly-won 
land among themselves, and we find no trace of an organized 
attempt to hold the country down. We may guess that in each 

* It is a curious iron^of fate that the term ^Philistine’ should have come to mean 
barbaric; in the eleventh century b.g. no race stood higher in culture. 
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case the dominant city was satisfied with the exaction of tribute 
in one form or another, and that, in other respects, the Philis- 
tines were not greatly concerned with the way in which the 
country was governed. The conflict between David and Abner 
implies freedom of movement for Israelite troops, and there seems 
to have been no interference with David or with Ishbaal until 
after the death of the latter. Then, it is true, David was recog- 
nized as dangerous, but it was too late, and he had already made 
good his footing, while his military skill enabled him to overthrow 
enemies who were his equals and, possibly, his superiors in 
equipment and man-power. The dominion of the Philistines 
was due, less to organized control, than to a vague and uncertain 
sense of their superiority, emphasized by a few garrisons and 
perhaps by sporadic raids. On such a basis no empire could be 
built up with any real prospect of durability. 

The Philistine power was thus in no state to hold its own if 
faced by a clever and determined enemy. While Israel, divided 
by faction and seemingly helpless, seemed to have reached the 
nadir of her national life, there were yet elements within her 
whose vitality might be, and ultimately was, communicated to 
the whole body. To the east of Jordan, the family of Saul main- 
tained itself under the nominal kingship of a son of Saul, Ish- 
baal, ^ but really under the power of Abner, who had escaped 
the slaughter of Mount Gilboa. Here we have an indication 
of the importance of that section of Israel which still remained 
on the semi-nomad plane of the social order. Just us, in the early 
days of SauFs struggle against the Philistines, tlie true Israel 
had found a refuge and a base to the east of the Jordan, so, after 
Saul had gone, tlie same districts supplied a home for one of 
the two factions into which the people were divided. Into the 
wilderness the Philistines were not prepared to press their 
conquests, and their failure to do so left a living root of Israelite 
life. 

® It is generally agreed that this is the original form of the name, cp. i Chron. 
viii. 33, is. 39. The form which now appears in the text of Samuel is due to the 
later horror of the name Baal, for which the pious Israelite substituted the word 
— ‘shame’ — even when it occurred in a proper name. It is interesting to observe 
that Saul and his age felt no objection to the word, and probably regarded it as a 
synonym for Yahweh. Whatever else Saul may or may not have been, he was a 
passionate devotee of Yahweh, especially in his younger days. We find also the 
name Meribaal (i Chron. ix. 40, the Mephibosheth of 2 Sam. iv. 4, &c.) given to 
a son of Jonathan, and even David’s family included a Baaliada (i Chron. xiv. 7— 
Eliada in 2 Sam. v. 16). We cannot accuse David of apostasy! 
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We have comparatively little evidence of the organization of the 
kingdom in the days of Saul. In himself he occupies a middle 
position between the old Judge and the later King. The dif- 
ference which marked the former off from the latter lay 
primarily in the fact that his authority was simply personal, and 
had its origin in a divine call given to him alone. It could not be 
transmitted to his descendants, and it did not entitle him to any 
formal or constitutional authority. It was manifested always in 
the first instance through a deliverance of the oppressed people, 
and it is best described, to quote an illuminating term used by 
Alt,^ as ‘charismatic’. The King, on the other hand, was a 
member of a recognized dynasty, and, even if he did not inherit 
his power from an ancestor, he expected to hand it on to his 
successor. His authority was based on popular approval, and in 
early times it seems to have been attested by the acclamation of 
the assembled people. Now Saul combined both these character- 
istics. He had the ecstatic charisma, and it was this which gave 
to him the opportunity of winning his initial victory for 
Israel at Jabesh-gilead. The steady pressure of the Philistines 
forced a more enduring regime on the people, and by the time 
he died, Saul’s position had passed from that of the Judge to 
that of the King. 

His power began with a military exploit, and the circum- 
stances of his day made it imperative that he should maintain 
the character of a warrior. In so far as there was any organized 
system, it must have been that of an army. Apart from Jonathan 
we hear of a single military officer, Abner,^ but he plays only 
a small part in the story tiU after the death of Saul. He is 
mentioned in one form of the story of David and Goliath,^ as 
being present at the ceremonial meal which David used to test 
Saul’s feelings to him,-* and in i Sam. xxvi., where he is with Saul 
at the time when David spares the king’s life, merely taking his 
spear and water-bottle. We suspect that his position is to be 
ascribed to a comparatively late period in the reign. 

Before his death it is clear that Saul had something like a 
standing army. Its beginnings were very simple; whenever Saul 

^ Die Staatenhildung der Israeliten in Pdestina, p. 9, &c. 

* The narrative of i Sam. xvii. 18, with its mention of a suggests a real 

military organization, but the term may be a reflection back from a later time. 

^ I Sam. xvii. 55. 

^ 1 Sam, 3CX. 25, in a passage which is pro'bably later than the main body of the 
story. 
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saw a man whom he thought useful, he took him. Even before 
the battle of Michmash we hear of a body of three thousand, of 
whom one third were under the command of Jonathan.^ But it 
is clear that discipline was not strictly enforced — perhaps could 
not be strictly enforced. In the dark days that preceded Jona- 
than’s exploit nearly all SauFs force melted away, and no more 
than six hundred still remained with him. The great slaughter 
on that day was accomplished by the gathering of indiscriminate 
masses from the hills, reinforced by Hebrews in Philistine 
service, who reverted to their own people, and the crowd that 
pursued the Philistines was in no sense an organized army. But 
as time went on it seems that the army developed, and we 
certainly get the impression that the force which faced the 
Philistines in the Valley of Elah was better equipped and 
arranged. Here, it is to be noted, we meet with Abner for the 
first time in the story ,2 and the appearance of his name indicates 
some degree of organization. But we are struck by the contrast 
between the references to Saul’s military establishment, and the 
accounts we have of David’s officers. 

We have even less information as to the civil organization of 
the kingdom. In the comparatively late account of the establish- 
ment of the monarchy^ mention is made of certain ‘'sons of 
BeliaF who brought Saul no tribute, thereby suggesting that 
such tribute was recognized as his due. But this may well be a 
reflection back into SauFs days of the later practice. On the 
other hand, there is a reference in i Sam. xxi. 7 to ‘servants 
of SauF, and especially to Doeg the Edomite, who was the 
king’s chief herdsman, implying that Saul had extensive 
property. 

Saul had no palace. Such evidence as we have points to a 
continuous residence at his ancestral home at Gibeah, and he 
remained a rustic sovereign all his days. There were times when 
he needed to meet his officers, and he kept a certain state, with 
his councillors — ‘servants’ — about him. But there seems to have 
been little formality in his proceedings. He would take his seat 
by the ‘high place’ under a tree, probably a tamarisk, which 
was one of the sacred objects of the place, and in this al fresco 

' I Sam. xiii. 2. 

® The mention of Abner in i Sam. xiv. 50 f. is a reference to a later stage of 
development. ^ 

^ i Sam, X. 27. ^ Cp. I Sam. xxii. 6, reading with LXX nDH for HD*!!!, 
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We have comparatively little evidence of the organization of the 
kingdom in the days of Saul. In himself he occupies a middle 
position between the old Judge and the later King. The dif- 
ference which marked the former off from the latter lay 
primarily in the fact that his authority was simply personal, and 
had its origin in a divine call given to him alone. It could not be 
transmitted to his descendants, and it did not entitle him to any 
formal or constitutional authority. It was manifested always in 
the first instance through a deliverance of the oppressed people, 
and it is best described, to quote an illuminating term used by 
Alt, I as ‘charismatic’. The King, on the other hand, was a 
member of a recognized dynasty, and, even if he did not inherit 
his power from an ancestor, he expected to hand it on to his 
successor. His authority was based on popular approval, and in 
early times it seems to have been attested by the acclamation of 
the assembled people. Now Saul combined both these character- 
istics. He had the ecstatic charisma, and it was this which gave 
to him the opportunity of winning his initial victory for 
Israel at Jabesh-gilead. The steady pressure of the Philistines 
forced a more enduring regime on the people, and by the time 
he died, Saul’s position had passed from that of the Judge to 
that of the King. 

His power began with a military exploit, and the circum- 
stances of his day made it imperative that he should maintain 
the character of a warrior. In so far as there was any organized 
system, it must have been that of an army. Apart from Jonathan 
we hear of a single military officer, Abner, 2 but he plays only 
a small part in the story till after the death of Saul. He is 
mentioned in one form of the story of David and Goliath, 3 as 
being present at the ceremonial meal which David used to test 
Saul’s feelings to him,^ and in i Sam. xxvi., where he is with Saul 
at the time when David spares the king’s life, merely taking his 
spear and water-bottle. We suspect that his position is to be 
ascribed to a comparatively late period in the reign. 

Before his death it is clear that Saul had something like a 
standing army. Its beginnings were very simple; whenever Saul 

^ Die Staatenbildung der Israeliten in Palestina, p. 9, &c, 

® The narrative of i Sam. xvii. 18, with its mention of a suggests a real 

military organization, but the term may be a reflection back from a later time. 

^ I Sam. xvii. 55. 

I Sam, XX. 25, in a passage which is probably later than the main body of the 
story. 
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saw a man whom he thought useful, he took him. Even before 
the battle of Michmash we hear of a body of three thousand, of 
whom one third were under the command of Jonathan.^ But it 
is clear that discipline was not strictly enforced — perhaps could 
not be strictly enforced. In the dark days that preceded Jona- 
than's exploit nearly all SauFs force melted away, and no more 
than six hundred still remained with him. The great slaughter 
on that day was accomplished by the gathering of indiscriminate 
masses from the hills, reinforced by Hebrews in Philistine 
service, who reverted to their own people, and the crowd that 
pursued the Philistines was in no sense an organized army. But 
as time went on it seems that the army developed, and we 
certainly get the impression that the force which faced the 
Philistines in the Valley of Elah was better equipped and 
arranged. Here, it is to be noted, we meet with Abner for the 
first time in the story, ^ and the appearance of his name indicates 
some degree of organization. But we are struck by the contrast 
between the references to SauFs military establishment, and the 
accounts we have of David’s officers. 

We have even less information as to the civil organization of 
the kingdom. In the comparatively late account of the establish- 
ment of the monarchy^ mention is made of certain ‘sons of 
BeliaF who brought Saul no tribute, thereby suggesting that 
such tribute was recognized as his due. But this may well be a 
reflection back into SauFs days of the later practice. On the 
other hand, there is a reference in i Sam. xxi. 7 to ‘servants 
of SauF, and especially to Doeg the Edomite, who was the 
king’s chief herdsman, implying that Saul had extensive 
property. 

Saul had no palace. Such evidence as we have points to a 
continuous residence at his ancestral home at Gibeah, and he 
remained a rustic sovereign all his days. There were times when 
he needed to meet his officers, and he kept a certain state, with 
his councillors — ‘servants’ — about him. But there seems to have 
been little formality in his proceedings. He would take his seat 
by the ‘high place’, ^ under a tree, probably a tamarisk, which 
was one of the sacred objects of the place, and in this al fresco 

* I Sam. xiii. 2. 

® The mention of Abner in i Sam. xiv. 50 f. is a reference to a later stage ol 
development. ^ 

^ I Sam. X, 27. Cp, I Sam. xxii. 6 , reading with LXX HDZll for 
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court would take counsel and give judgement. We hear of 
sacrificial mealS;, taken in full assembly on a sacred day^ but the 
analogy of such a passage as i Sam. ix. 12 suggests that such 
meals were taken also at the high place. There is an attractive 
simplicity about the whole situation in such scenes which reminds 
us of the pictures of the Homeric kings. 
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Additional Note B 

THE BATTLE OF MT. GILBOA 

T here are two subordinate narratives included in i Sam. xxviii- 
xxxi, the account of Saul’s appeal to the witch of Endor (xxviii. 
2-.25) 5 and that of David’s dismissal from the Philistine army and of his 
vengeance on the Amalekites for the sack of Ziklag (xxix. 2 — ^xxx. 31). 
Apart from these passages we have the following local references: 

xxviii. i“2 Gathering of the Philistines: place unnamed, 
xxviii. 4 The Philistines encamp at Shunem; the Israelites on 
Gilboa. 

xxix. I The Philistines are at Aphek; Israel at the Well in 
Jezreel. 

xxix. lib The Philistines have moved to Jezreel. 
xxxi. Saul defeated and slain on Mount Gilboa. 

There is a difference of opinion as to whether the narrative forms in 
the main a continuous whole (e.g. Budde, though with important 
modifications), or whether it is drawn from different sources. 
Holders of the latter view (e.g. H. P. Smith, Ldhr, Nowack) agree in 
assigning chs. xxix and xxx to a single source, with modifications in 
detail. Budde, followed by G. A. Smith {HGHL.^ pp. 400 ff.), places 
xxviii. 3-25 between chs. xxx and xxxi. His main reasons are {a) 
that the narrative of xxxi assumes that Saul’s consultation of the 
witch took place on the night before the fatal battle, {b) that in 
xxviii. 4 the Philistines (at Shunem) have advanced some distance 
beyond the position assigned to them in xxix. i (Aphek). Apart from 
the fact that this is a serious dislocation of the text, which requires 
very strong grounds for its acceptance, this theory assumes a known 
site for the Aphek mentioned in xxix. i. And any theory which 
involves a single source is open to the objection that the mobilization 
of the Philistines is mentioned three times, in xxviii. i, xxviii. 4, and 
in xxix. I. This may imply the addition of reinforcements at two 
of the three places indicated, but the greater probability is that the 
phrase is used of the gathering of troops at the opening of the cam- 
paign. If the narrative is a continuous whole, the only verse where 
the term is in place is xxviii. i. Analysis may be difficult, if not 
impossible, or we may have (especially in xxviii. 4) the accidental 
insertion of a verse drawn from an account of the battle which has 
not otherwise survived. But it seems unlikely that these three notices 
came from the same original narrative. On the other hand, there is 
no reason to suspect the connexion between xxviii. 2 and xxix. 2, 
assumed by practically all students of the text, though most make the 
mistake of prefixing xxviii. 2 to xxix. i, which, as we have seen, gives 
an awkward and unusual sense to the term i^ed for mobilization. 
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and Budde’s explanation, or rather defence, is hardly justified by 
the parallels he quotes. 

The geographical difficulties are as great as those of criticism. The 
notice in xxix. i, which states that the Philistines mobilized at 
Aphek, while the Israelites encamped at the Well of Jezreel, is con- 
fusing. We cannot identify either of the places named. We have 
already had mention of a battle at Aphek, which seems to have lain 
at the entrance to one of the valleys leading up from the Shephelah 
into the Ephraimite hills — certainly far from the scene of SauFs final 
campaign. There appears to have been a place named Aphek in the 
plain of Sharon, covering the entries both to Dothan and to the pass 
of Megiddo, and several commentators (e.g. Budde) assume that this 
is the place intended. Others (e.g. H. P. Smith, G. A. Smith) find 
it somewhere in the plain of Esdraelon, in the general locality sug- 
gested by the rest of the campaign. The name is a common one, 
and there is no objection to this assumption. The Well which is in 
JezreeF, however, is another riddle. In xxix. 1 1 we are told that by 
the time David and his men left the Philistine army they had already 
advanced as far as Jezreel, and we are left to conclude that it was 
from this point that their assault was delivered. The only way in 
which we can bring Saul and his army into the immediate neigh- 
bourhood of Jezreel is to assume that xxix. i refers to an earlier stage 
in the campaign, and that Saul withdrew into the hills when the 
enemy appeared in force on the plain to the north. If this be 
the right explanation, then the Aphek of the verse may have lain in the 
plain of Sharon. But the state of our text forbids us to rely on this as 
a final explanation of our difficulties, since this verse seems to stand 
quite apart from the rest of the narrative. 

Other views would place the well at some distance from the city 
of Jezreel, though in the district which bore that name. The Well 
of Harod and En-gannim have been suggested. The former lies at the 
entrance to the valley of Jezreel proper, i.e. the wadi which leads 
down from Jezreel to Beth-shean, and is due north of the high ground 
of Gilboa. It is rather far east for any force wishing to defend the 
passes into Gilboa, for the easier roads lie to the west, in the direction 
of En-gannim. The latter spot would be suitable from the strategic 
point of view, but it lies some distance to the south of Jezreel, and we 
may doubt whether this name would have been used for it. The 
name En-gannim does not occur in any document earlier than P, so 
we cannot assume that it would have been used by the writer of 
1 Sam. xxix. i . 

Leaving on one side, then, the question of literary sources in the 
narrow sense, we have three distinct narratives, which can be treated 
apart from one anofher, though a combination of two or more of 
them may have been employed by the compiler of i Samuel In the 
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first places we have the story of the expulsion of David from the 
Philistine army, xxviii. 1-2, xxix. 2~iifl,xxx. 1-30. In the second 
place, we have the account of Saul’s visit to the witch of Endor, 
xxviii. 3, 5-25 ; and in the third place, the narrative of Saul’s defeat 
and death on Mount Gilboa, xxxi. 1-13. As a natural introduction 
to this last we may take xxviii. 4. xxix. iib may belong to the first 
narrative, but xxix. i seems to come from an entirely independent 
source. But while we assign these narratives to stories originally 
independent of one another, there is no need to doubt the substantial 
historicity of the events recorded in them. 


Chapter X 
DAVID 

SUMMARY 

[Later Israel always looked back on David as the ideal Hebrew, and 
gave him a place in her history second only to that of Moses. His 
was an intense personality, capable of giving and inspiring deep 
affection, often showing a high degree of magnanimity to his personal 
enemies. He was a brave soldier, an able general, and a wise states- 
man, while all his life he was a passionate enthusiast for Yahweh. 

He seems to have been introduced to Saul either as a musician or 
through his slaughter of a Philistine giant at Elah. His military 
exploits made him famous, but they aroused the jealousy of Saul, 
and he was compelled to flee. For some time he lived as captain of 
an outlaw band, often pursued by Saul, and at length took service 
with Achish, king of Gath, who assigned to him the city of Ziklag. 

After the death of Saul, David became king of Hebron, probably 
under Gittite protection, while Ishbaal, one of Saul’s surviving sons, 
held court atMahanaim, to the east of Jordan, and seems also to have 
exercised some nominal authority over the territory of Benjamin. 
The main support of his power was Abner, who, however, grew dis- 
satisfied with him, and entered into an intrigue with David, to whom 
he promised the crown of all Israel. But Abner was assassinated 
by Joab, and Ishbaal was murdered after a reign of two years, 
whereupon David became king of all Israel. 

The Philistines could not tolerate a united kingdom, and made 
war on David. Aftertwo victories in the Vale of Rephaim, he besieged 
and took Jerusalem, which he made his capital, installing the Ark in 
the precincts of his own palace. We have no record of further vic- 
tories over the Philistines, but it is clear that David conquered the 
whole country except the maritime plain. He secured his frontiers by 
subduing Edom, Moab, Ammon and the Aramaean tribes to the 
north-east, while he entered into alliances with Hamath and Tyre. 

His personal life was less happy, especially in his later years. His 
memory is tarnished by his treatment of Bathsheba and Uriah, 
while the crime of Amnon led ultimately to the revolt of Absalom. 
Here he was saved by the loyalty of his own body-guard, and, after 
the death of Absalom, easily recovered his authority over Israel. 
Except for the rebellion of Sheba, his throne was not again challenged 
during his lifetime. 

Monarchy in Israel was based on a ‘covenant’, in which the parties 
were the people, the king, and Yahweh. The democratic spirit of the 
old Aramaean tribe^ was still strong, and the royal prerogative was 
ejcpressly limited. Within its terms, however, David was able to 
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carry out an effective organization of his army {based on a body< 
guard of foreign mercenaries), of the civil state, and of the priesthood. 
Tribal organization disappeared or was submerged, and with David 
begins the real history of the Hebrew kingdoms.] 

W E know more of David than of any other Old Testament 
character. Later Israel looked back on him as the ideal 
king, and on his reign as the golden age of the nation’s history, at 
least during its residence in Palestine. It gave to him a respect 
second only to that accorded to Moses, and even exceeding that 
which it offered to the memory of Samuel. To many in Israel 
David was indeed a second Moses; where the one had laid the 
foundations, making the tribes into a nation, giving them a 
common religion and laying down for them a law, the other had 
actually built up the fabric which his great predecessor had 
planned, had been the true founder of the kingdom, and had 
carried into effect the whole system, civil and ecclesiastical, 
which had been foreshadowed at Sinai. And, just as the whole 
of the legislation and constitution of Israel were carried back to 
Moses by a later age, so to David was ascribed the foundation of 
much that can have come into existence only centuries after his 
time, including, most probably, elements in the national life 
which did not make their appearance till after the Exile. While the 
actual erection of the Temple was ascribed to Solomon, his son, 
the arrangements for it were all held to have been the work of 
David. He was credited with the organization of the Temple 
services — ^to one class in later Israel the most important feature of 
the national life — and the arrangements for the priestly duties 
were regarded as his work. Above all, his reputation as a poet, 
justly high, if we may judge from undisputed poems of his which 
have come down to us,^ led men to think of him as the originator 
of the Temple music, and actually as the author of a large propor- 
tion of the Psalms used in the cultus. The crowning tribute to 
him, however, was paid by the dreamers who contemplated the 
coming of an ideal age in which Yahweh and Yahweh’s will 
should be supreme, when all that was evil should vanish, and 
men should live a life of perfect happiness and peace. Many of 
them could find no better expression of their ideal than to say 
that another David should arise, and that the perfect Idng who 
should bring all good to Israel should bear his name and 
character. ^ ■ 

^ Especially the dirge over Saul and Jonathan in 2 Sam. i. 19-27. 
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Such is the general picture which has been familiar to many 
centuries of Jewish and Christian thought. Closer examination 
of our documents, however, reveals the fact that much of it is the 
creation of a later age, even of post-exilic Israel, dating from the 
time when Israel was no longer free and independent and had 
no king of her own. We may find reason to adopt a very 
different conception of the man and of his work when we come to 
study him in more detail, in the light of what we can regard as 
contemporary evidence. Of this there is no lack, for it is clear 
that the compilers of the books of Samuel had at their disposal a 
mass of records, official and popular, dating from David’s own 
time, and these afford us ample grounds for forming a judgement 
as to what he did, and what his deeds were worth to his people. 
There is, no doubt, much that is left unexplained, and much 
that arouses question and suspicion in the narratives before us, 
but a critical study of our texts enables us to reach certain con- 
clusions which we may regard as definite, and to form an 
adequate estimate of his place in history.^ 

The character of David, as presented in these records, is 
extraordinarily attractive. No one, least of all the Biblical 
historians, would deny him faults, and it is quite in harmony 
with the true Israelite spirit that no attempt is made to conceal 
or to gloss over even those offences which were condemned by 
the conscience of his own people and of his own age. He was a 
singularly vivid personality, in whose veins the red blood ran 
strongly. The story of lust and treachery told by his adultery 
with Bathsheba, and his dastardly murder of Uriah, has become 
one of the classical instances of great sin. We may suspect that 
in his earlier years he ran the risk of falling into similar pitfalls, 

^ It is generally recognized that the bulk of the narratives in i and s Samuel which 
deal with the life of David are to be ascribed to two main sources. These are more 
easily separable in s Samuel than in i Samuel, for 2 Sam. viii clearly stands at the 
end of a history and offers a summary of its hero’s life. 2 Sam. ix-xx is universally 
recognized as a continuous and single document, practically contemporary with 
the life of David. Ghs. xxi-xxiv are not homogeneous, and seem to form an ap- 
pendix drawn from several sources. The analysis of i Sam. xiv. ff. is much more 
complicated, and can be studied in the work of Budde, H. P. Smith, A. R. S . Kennedy, 
Nowack, Skinner, Eissfeldt, or the relevant articles in the Bible Dictionaries. It 
is unnecessary to go further here, since for the purpose of reconstructing actual 
history, both the main sources are most valuable. That represented by 2 Sam. 
ix-xx is practically contemporary with the life of David, while the other cannot be 
much later. Where they disagree with one another, it may be necessary to discuss 
them, but in the main both of these chief sources may be accepted at their face value, 
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and it is possible that Nabal was saved by his death from suffer- 
ing a like violence. Here David was condemned by his own 
conscience^ and by the feeling of his people. This in itself is high 
testimony to the moral standard which the Aramaean tradition 
had imposed on the true Israel. Nowhere else in the ancient 
world would a king have felt any compunction at taking the 
wife of one of his subjects, nor would he have felt it necessary to 
meet public opinion — even if public opinion had been against 
him — by getting rid secretly of the injured husband. Still more 
significant is his own endurance of rebuke at the mouth of a 
prophet, and his bitter repentance for the wrong he had done. 
It is noticeable that here, too, David exhibits the attitude 
dictated by the social and political theory of the semi-nomad. 
He is only a man, and, unlike other eastern kings, does not regard 
himself as standing on a plane between the normal human and 
the divine. He must treat his subjects as free men, in a real sense 
his equals, and not his slaves, and if he wrongs any among them, 
he exposes himself to condemnation and even to punishment. 
The one difference we notice is that, whereas the sin of another 
might be punished by the king, it is his God who takes vengeance 
on him. Our narratives, coming as they do from a nearly con- 
temporary source, make it clear that this was the genuine feeling 
of David himself, not merely a view read back into history by 
later writers. 

His treatment of conquered enemies was sometimes cruel in 
the extreme, judged by modern standards. We may conjecture 
that he practically exterminated Amalek, in revenge for the 
sack of Ziklag; this is the last occasion on which the tribe as a 
whole is mentioned. On subduing Moab he destroyed two 
thirds of the men capable of bearing arms. The people of 
Ammon he reduced to a servitude which must have been hardly 
less terrible than death to a free nation of the Bedawin type and 
instincts. We hear of Edom being swept by Joab with fire and 
sword, and this is a casual reference. But again we must remem- 
ber to judge David by the standards of his age. His actions in 
these matters can be more than paralleled by what is told us of 
other ancient monarchs, and it is significant that they seem 
to boast of the tortures they have inflicted on people who 
have resisted them. If David was no better than the men of his 
time in these matters, he was certainly no worse. 

He had that intense temperament which is^’capable of a great 
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love and of a great hatred; his emotions were both his ir^piration 
and his temptation. His affections sometimes led him to be 
weak in action; had he been a less loving father he might have 
controlled his sons more effectively. Amnon’s outrage roused 
his anger but not his vengeance, and one of the heaviest blows 
ever struck at him was the death of his rebellious son Absalom. 
We may well feel that there was a moral weakness here; David 
was no Brutus, but it is easier to forgive weakness due to affec- 
tion than strength manifesting itself in cruelty. More than any- 
thing else in his story, his friendships impress us. The mutual 
love of David and Jonathan has become traditional, but 
David awoke also the enthusiasm of others. Those who 
gathered about him in the days of his adversity were passion- 
ately devoted to him, and would freely risk their lives to gratify 
his lightest whim. Among the most devoted was that grim and 
sometimes repulsive fighter, Joab; and the story of the king’s 
humiliation in the days of his flight before Absalom throws into 
relief the fidelity of many about him. Men of all classes de- 
lighted to serve him, and that, as it seems, not merely in the 
hope of securing the royal favour, but from genuine personal 
affection. He had a charm which won for him friends outside 
Israel as well as among his own people, and attracted those 
whom policy or other motives should have thrown into opposi- 
tion to him. Saul’s own attitude is a curious mixture of love and 
jealousy, and we note how the former was liable to rise to the 
surface in David’s presence, even when the king was pursuing 
him to the death. His residence among the Philistines left behind 
it a heritage of warmly attached adherents, and the narrative 
shows how completely he won the heart of Achish himself. 

The bitterness of David’s repentance for the wrong done to 
Uriah was, in no small measure, due to the fact that he had fallen 
into a sin which was repulsive to his own nature. His conduct at 
times showed a magnanimity which was incomprehensible to 
those about him. Others would have slain Saul, the enemy who 
hunted him with relentless persistence; Abishai would have 
taken the life of Shimei, the man who had cursed him, but 
David was almost incapable of personal vindictiveness. It may 
be — though we cannot be certain — that he regretted his leniency 
to Shimei, but not all the harm he had suffered from Saul, not 
all the persecution to which he had been subjected, ever made 
him bitter, and hSs elegy over Saul and Jonathan is the work, 
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not only of a fine poet^ but of one who could love greatly and 
forgive nobly. Treachery of any kind was abhorrent to him— 
most of all when he committed it himself— and twice at least 
men who sought to win his favour by acts which brought him 
advantage felt the weight of his sudden and uncontrollable 
anger. 

David was a man of a high order of intelligence, and, strong 
as his passions were, they were normally under the con- 
trol of his will. In personal matters men could appeal to 
his reason and common sense, and we have no record of any 
that suffered for speaking truth in his presence. His intellectual 
powers served him and his people, both in peace and in war. 
He was a strategist of no mean order, and stands out among the 
tacticians of the ancient east. Even more striking was his states- 
manship. The union of the whole of Israel was a task which no 
other man of his day could have accomplished, and it was not 
his fault that the kingdom which he founded did not maintain 
itself. His dealings with foreign peoples were wise, and, as com- 
pared with the standards of his day, not inhuman. Great 
warrior as he was, he seldom fought if foreign friendship could 
be secured by peaceful methods. In all probability, it was he 
who was responsible for the main outlines of the organization of 
the kingdom, though in its final form it may have owed some- 
thing to Solomon. 

David was an enthusiast for Yahweh, especially for that form 
of Yahwism which centred round the Ark. It was not without 
reason that later ages spoke of David as ‘a man after Yahweh’s 
own hearth No doubt his location of the Ark at Jerusalem was a 
great and successful stroke of policy, but our recognition of this 
fact must not blind us to the sincerity of the religious motive 
lying behind his action. The worst thing his enemies ever did 
to him was to drive him out, ‘saying, Go, worship other gods' J 
We may not be prepared to accept as historical the Chronicler’s 
account of the care he bestowed on the national cultus, but we 
must admit that he played no small part in the movement which 
left Yahweh supreme among his people. 

Israelite tradition placed the home of David at Bethlehem, 
and the later genealogists gave him a mixed ancestry which 
included a Moabite element. He certainly ^ad affinities with ' 

* 3 Sam. xxvi. 19. 
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the Philistines, and relied on help secured from them, apart 
from personal friendships which he formed among them. The 
tradition which gave him a two years’ residence at the court of 
Gath may imply a close connexion with that city, and certainly 
his personal body-guard was recruited from people who were 
strictly from the other side of the Philistine border. Yet, in spite 
of foreign elements in his ancestry, and foreign affinities which he 
formed, no man was ever a truer champion of Israel, 

His life falls naturally into two parts, the division being at the 
point where the news of SauFs death was brought to him. Of his 
early days we have several accounts, all of which are intended to 
show how he entered into the great life of the nation. The 
beautiful and familiar story of his anointing^ belongs rather to 
the idealized life of Samuel, and conflicts with other presenta- 
tions. The second narrative brings him into connexion with 
Saul as a musician, employed in order to assuage the stress 
of the king’s malady. ^ In this he was normally successful, and 
not only so, but his charm won the king’s favour, and he became 
his personal attendant or squire. In this capacity he slew the Philis- 
tine champion in the Vale of Elah. Another story, apparently of 
later origin, gives quite a different account of the way in which 
he was introduced to the court. 3 His three elder brothers are 
serving in the royal army, and he is sent to bring them a message 
and to carry a present to their officer. He finds the camp in the 
Vale of Elah, and hears the challenge of the Philistine giant. 
He is surprised that no one, trusting in Yahweh, accepts the 
challenge, and goes out by himself, apparently without having 
met the king.^ Both these last stories probably recorded his 
victory, but of the two the former is generally held to be the 
earlier, and to fit in better with the other incidents of David’s 
life. 

The death of the Philistine champion was practically the begin- 
ning of David’s military life, and he soon showed such ability 
and achieved such success as to arouse the jealousy and hostility 
of S aul. Y et he was too popular to be destroyed by direct methods, 
and the story tells of a number of expedients adopted by Saul for 
getting rid of him. We need not follow in detail events which are 
so familiar and so simply and clearly told. At length the hostility 
of Saul became so great that David felt his life was no longer 

* I Sam. xvi. i— 13. ^ * i Sam. xvi. 14—23. ^ i Sam. xvii. 12—31. 

^ For fuller refereuce to this narrative see above, p. 187. 
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safe, and, through Jonathan’s friendship, he learnt at length 
that he must flee. He went first to the sanctuary at Nob, 
where was the Ephod, an instrument of divination, and the 
most sacred object in Israel after the loss of the Ark. Here he 
secured food and a sword, by lying to Ahimelech, the chief priest, 
and continued his journey. At this point the accounts diverge. 
One (xxi. 10-15) tells us that he went immediately to Achish, 
king of Gath, and there feigned madness, in fear of the Philistines. 
This, however, seems to be a variant of an incident which the 
more continuous history places later in his career, and the 
original narrative seems to have taken him direct from Nob to 
Adullam, among the hills that border on the Shephelah, south- 
west of Bethlehem. Here he was followed by his own family, who 
had reason to fear the wrath of Saul, and by Abiathar, the sole 
survivor of the massacre of the priests ordered by Saul when he 
discovered the help Ahimelech had given David, as well as by 
numbers of others who had reason to escape from the communi- 
ties to which they belonged. David thus became the captain of 
a band of outlaws, and his first experience of government was 
the control of a company of wild and lawless men. A man who 
could show himself able to lead such a group had that in him 
which would make him a successful ruler of far larger bodies. 
One advantage which accrued to him deserves special men- 
tion. When Abiathar escaped he brought with him the 
Ephod, and its possession gave David not only a means of 
ascertaining the divine will in a legitimate way, but also a real 
prestige in the eyes of his fellow-countrymen. 

We need not follow in detail the story of David’s wanderings. 
For some years he and his men lived the life of hunted fugitives, 
and the narrative tells of hairbreadth escapes and of exciting 
adventures. Sometimes we seem to have duplicates of the same 
event, as when we hear both in chs. xxiv and xxvi of how David 
spared SauFs life when he had him in his power. Clearly he was 
gaining steadily in strength, though never in a position to 
challenge SauFs position, even had he wished to do so. The story 
of Nabal^ shows the influence which he and his men could exert 
over the pasture lands of the south, and David’s marriage with 
Abigail doubtless brought him some accession of wealth. Scat- 
tered all over the south country are places which became 
memorable as scenes of David’s exploits, but he never seems to 

* I Sam. XXV. , , , 
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have felt safe, and at length took refuge with Achish, king of 
Gath, who recognized his value, and assigned to him the city of 
Ziklag. The site has not been identified for certain, but it must 
have been in the far south, perhaps in the direction of Beer-sheba. i 
It is possible that this gift is to be regarded as a reward for 
services rendered, for David was constantly engaged on raids, and 
the way in which the story of i Sam. xxvii. 9 if. is told, suggests 
that he and his men returned not to Ziklag but to Gath itself. 
David always reported that he had attacked tribes affiliated to 
Israel, and it seems more likely that Achish should assign to him 
a city of his own only after he had proved at once his fidelity to 
his Philistine lord and hostility to his own people. David and 
his men did not escape altogether without reprisals, as the 
story of the Amalekite raid on Ziklag shows. It was probably 
introduced into the narrative in order to explain the origin of 
the principle upon which spoil won in war was divided. 

As a military officer in the service of Achish, David might 
have been expected to take part in the campaign of Mount 
Gilboa. That he did not do so is attributed by the Hebrew 
historian to the jealousy and fear of the other Philistine princes. 
They recognized in David tlie man who, more than any other, 
had successfully fought tlie battles of Israel against them, and 
they believed — perhaps with reason — that he would return to 
his old allegiance at some critical point in the battle. Achish did 
his best to reassure his colleagues, but to no purpose, and David 
was relieved of a difficult situation. It would have been very 
hard for him to fight against Saul, whose life he had already 
spared, and for whom, in spite of past disagreements, he had a 
real affection. Nor can we readily think of him as turning 
against a man who had employed him and trusted him for the 
last two years. 

We may confess that we can hardly escape the feeling that the 
story of David’s two years’ residence under the aegis of a Philis- 
tine king implies more than appears on the surface. There can 
be little doubt that he succeeded in attracting friends to himself 
among the Philistines, especially in Gath, and it may well be 
that his influence sufficed to form a party there which was 
devoted to him. It is not impossible that the story of his relations 
with Achish conceals a division in the ranks of the Philistines 

' Conder’sidentificgtion ofthe site with Zuhelike, some miles to tlie south-east 
of Gaza, has not met with general acceptance. 
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themselves, of which David was skilful enough to take advantage; 
and this division, if historical, cannot have failed to contribute 
to the weakening of the Philistine power. Knowing as we do that 
Gittites, and possibly other Philistines, were numbered among 
those nearest to David’s person in later days,^ we find it hard to 
believe that the whole Philistine nation was united againsthim, 
when he was struggling to refound the monarchy of a united 
Israel. Gath, it is true, was one of the less important of the 
Philistine states, but we may conjecture that throughout his life 
David could depend on the loyal support of this city, if of no 
other. 

The news of the battle of Gilboa found David at Ziklag, on 
his return from the punishment of the Amalekite raid. The 
messenger claimed to have slain Saul with his own hands, ^ but 
found that he was dealing with a man whose chivalry and 
reverence for the representative of Yahweh allowed him to see 
only a sacrilegious murder in the action of his informant. We 
get the impression that at this time David had not contemplated 
seizing the vacant throne, and that it was not for some time 
afterwards that he really aimed at the kingship of Israel. The 
dirge he pronounced over Saul and Jonathan is one of the love- 
liest elegies in the world’s literature, and its Davidic authorship 
has never been seriously challenged. It is the outpouring of a 
poetic soul stricken by the deepest sorrow, and David mourns 
not only for his loving friend Jonathan, but also for the man who 
had tried to take his life. This is not the language of one who saw 
in the death of the king and his sons the removal of an obstacle to 
the fulfilment of his own ambitions, and additional evidence 
is supplied by David’s message to the men of Jabesh-gilead, 
complimenting them on their pious action in removing the body 
of Saul from the wall of Beth-shean. 

The political condition of Israel immediately after the death 
of Saul is far from clear. It is obvious that the Philistines were 
now masters of the whole land, and, indeed, in 2 Sam. xxiii. 14 

^ 2 Sam. XV. 18 ff. 

* This story is not consistent with the account given in i Sam. xxxi. 4, according 
to which Saul committed suicide. It has been supposed that the messenger was 
simply lying in the hope of getting a reward from David for good tidings, but most 
recent opinion tends to regard the two passages as coming from different sources, 
cp. H. P. Smith, Samuel, p. 254. Budde, Samuel, pp. 193 f., and Kennedy, Samuel, 
pp. 1 91 f.,are inclined to coniine the duplicate narrative to# Sam. i. 6”io, and to sec 
in verses 1-5 a natural continuation of the story of i Sam. xxxi. 
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we hear of a Philistine garrison at Bethlehem itself. ^ The Philis- 
tine city with which David had the closest affinities was Gath, 
that one of the five which lay nearest to the borders of Judah, and 
when David went up to Hebron and assumed a royal state, ^ we 
are tempted to suspect that officially he was there as a repre- 
sentative of the Philistine, or, more specifically, of the Gittite, 
government. At the same time, the house of Saul was still 
represented by Ishbaal, whose head-quarters were to the east of 
Jordan, and whose forces might be formidable under the veteran 
soldier Abner. It would seem that to some extent the Philistines 
were prepared to recognize the authority of Ishbaal also, pro- 
vided that he, too, held his position as a vassal of one or more 
of the five towns. It is not impossible that the Philistine leaders 
deliberately encouraged the two chiefs, in order to prevent 
the union of all Israel in a single hand. If that were their 
purpose they should have seen that the two parties were more 
evenly matched; it was unlikely that a weakling like Ishbaal could 
long hold his own against a man of David’s ability. 

It is clear that the house of Saul, though maintaining its 
position primarily in Transjordania, had access to the west. 
It is equally clear that the Philistine occupation allowed 
free passage over the country to the Judahites, and therefore 
that clashes between the two were almost inevitable. One such 
is described for us, though it is stated that there was continuous 
war between the two.3 Two armed parties, one under Abner, the 
other under Joab, met by the pool of Gibeon. Abner proposed a 
kind of tournament, with twelve champions on each side. The 
whole story suggests comparatively friendly relations between the 
twolines; Abner certainly had no enmity in his heart for Joab. 
The twenty-four were so eager that they killed one another, with 
the result that both parties flew to their arms and a general engage- 
ment followed. Abner and his men were defeated, and in the 

* The passage in question is taken from the appendix, and occurs in a list of 
David’s mighty men. There is no reason to doubt its historicity, though we may 
be uncertain as to the date to which this and other exploits of the mighty men 
should be assigned. A comparison with v. 17 suggests that the incident referred to 
took place before the capture of Jerusalem. So H. P. Smith, Samuel, p. 290; Budde, 
Samuel, p. 224; Kennedy, Samuel, p, 214. 

* 2 Sam. ii. i, 

® 2 Sam. hi, I, but the passage may be a redactor’s insertion in the original 
narrative. So Kennedy. But for the fact that the battle between David’s men and 
Abner’s is located at Gihuon, wc should be inclined to suspect that the list of places 
acknowledging Ishbaal, as given in 2 Sam. ii. 8 f., was a later idealizing of his power. 
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pursuit Asahel, brother of Joab, was killed by Abner in self- 
defence, The pursuit continued, till at last Abner persuaded 
Joab to call a halt, and David’s party made a forced march 
all night to Hebron. The tragedy of the incident lay in the 
fact that blood now lay between Abner and the brothers of 
Asahel, and they felt themselves bound to take vengeance sooner 
or later. 

Such strength as Ishbaal had was based on the person- 
ality of Abner. The soldier had no illusions as to his importance 
to his nominal master, and began to display an arrogance which 
was, perhaps, not unnatural in a man of his day. He took 
liberties with a certain Rizpah, a concubine of Saul’s, in a 
fashion which could be interpreted only as a claim to the 
throne.^ Ishbaal remonstrated, was met with a harsh response, 
and dared pursue the matter no further. But Abner felt insulted 
by the very challenge, and determined to transfer his allegiance 
to David.^ An arrangement was made, David’s wife Michal was 
restored to him,^ thus giving him some claim to the allegiance of 
the followers of Saul, and Abner undertook to bring all Israel 
over to David’s side. Joab heard of the negotiations, though he 
had been absent on a raid at the time of Abner’s visit to David. 
He had already the duty, as it seemed, of blood revenge for 
Asahel, and his religious scruples may have been quickened by 
fear lest Abner should take his place in David’s mind. He 
therefore caught him treacherously and stabbed hxm.^ David 
made it clear, by his elegy and by his public lamentation, that 
he had no part in the murder, and Abner’s work lived after 
him. Ishbaal, whose ‘'court’ was, if anything, simpler than even 
his father’s, was assassinated by two of his adherents, and the 
murderers, bringing the news to David, received the treatment 
meted out to the slayer of Saul.s But there was now none left to 
maintain the cause of Saul’s house, except the lame Meribaal, 
Jonatlian’s son, and some children of Saul’s secondary wives 
whose claim would have been admitted by no one. 

The result was that the adherents of Saul’s house saw that 
their cause was hopeless, and that it would be better to give up 

^ The tuiiversal rule in the ancient east was that the whole of a dead king’s harem 
became the personal property of his successor. Gp. the action of Absalom in 2 Sam. 
xvi. 22, and Solomon’s reception of Adonijah’s request for Abishag, i Kgs. ii. 22 ff. 

^ 2 Sam. hi. 6-1 1. 

^ 2 Sam. hi. 13-16. She had been given to a certain l^alti, after David’s flight 
from Saul’s court, 1 Sam. xxv, 44, ^ 2 Sam. iii. 22-7. ^ 2 Sam. iv. 
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the struggle. David had always been a favourite in Israel, and 
his behaviour to Saul’s family had done nothing to shake this 
popularity, even among those who were devoted to the other 
cause. Very wisely, then, they approached David, and offered 
him the kingship of all Israel. He accepted the crown, and his 
accession was solemnly ratified, on the basis of a formal constitu- 
tion, and for another five years he continued to rule the coimtry 
from Hebron. I 

It is during these five years that we must place the greater 
part of David’s struggle against the Philistines.^ As long as he 
was a local dynast, ruling over the southern portion of the land, 
with his formal authority probably limited by Jerusalem, he was 
tolerable, and was even an asset to the Philistine power. But as 
king of the whole country, with the military reputation which 
he had secured, he can have been regarded only as a serious 
menace to the suzerain, and the issue fully justified those who 
suspected him of being a danger to the newly-won Philistine 
empire. And, as the story goes, it was not he who took the 
initiative, but the enemy, probably feeling that they must act 
and crush him at once, if they wished to assert their dominion 
over Israel in any real sense. 

Strangely enough, we have very few details of this war. In the 
accounts of David’s mighty men we have several instances of 
feats of arms done on individual Philistines, usually men of 
gigantic stature, and a reference to the one campaign of which 
we have an extended account. Thus, we hear of Abishai saving 
David’s life when he was threatened by Ishbi-benob, of Sibbecai 
who slew another giant at a place called Gob in our present 
text,3 of Elhanan who slew Goliath, of Eleazer who, with two 

* 2 Sam. V. 3. 

^ It is clear that the order of the events as given in the succeeding chapters of 
2 Samuel cannot be that of the actual history. The capture of Jerusalem there 
follows immediately on David’s acceptance of the tlirone, and, as has been hinted 
above (p. 210), at least one peiiod of conflict with the Philistines must have inter- 
vened. Moreover, the time given for the reign of Ishbaai is only two years (2 Sam. 
ii. 10 ; the grounds on which the text has been suspected seem hardly adequate), as 
compared with David’s seven and a half years’ reign in Hebron. The capture of 
Jerusalem must rather be regarded as the decisive action of the war against the 
Philistines, who can have given David comparatively little trouble when once the 
strongest fortress which favoured them had fallen into the hands of the enemy. 

3 The reading in 2 Sam. xxi. 18 is very uncertain; the MT. of the parallel in 
I Chron. xx. 4 has Gezer, the LXX and Pesh., Gath. Nob has been suggested as 
a possible reading, cp. ^ 5 ., cols. 1,745 and 2,210 f. (art. Tshbi-Benob’). But the 
locality is a matter of minor importance to the narrator of such a story. 
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Others, defeated a whole host of Philistines, of Shammah, who 
held an army at bay single-handed, and of the three who drew 
water from the well of Bethlehem in spite of the enemy J 
The single campaign which is recorded ^ opened with an 
advance by a Philistine army, which made its way up the Vale 
of Sorek and took up its position in the Valley of Rephaim, to 
the south of Jerusalem, evidently intending to move south, 
through Bethlehem, on Hebron. Hebron may have been ill 
defended; at all events, David felt that he could not await the 
enemy there, and withdrew to Adullam, where for the time he 
occupied the cave which had sheltered him in his early days. 
The absence of a hostile force may have led the Philistines to 
relax their vigilance, and have left them unprepared for David’s 
action. At length he struck, and attacked the enemy at a place 
known as Baal-perazim, which has not been identified; in all 
probability it lay not far from Bethlehem. His victory was com- 
plete, and the Philistine army was swept away. It is to this 
battle that the tradition preserved in 2 Sam. xxiii. 13-17 assigns 
the feat of the three heroes who fought their way through the 
Philistine army to bring David water from the well of Bethlehem. 

This defeat, nevertheless, was not decisive, and the Philistines 
made another attempt by the same route. This time David seems 
to have advanced immediately against them, without retreating 
to Adullam. He did not, however, make a direct attack, but came 
on the Philistines in the flank and rear, with his assault probably 
masked by a grove of balsam trees. To him and to his men the 
wind in the tree-tops sounded like great footsteps approach- 
ing, and they recognized in it the advance of Yahweh to fight 
for them. The result was a victory even more complete than 
that of Baal-perazim, for the Philistine host was driven in head- 
long rout as far as Gezer. The site of the engagement is given 
as Geba or Gibeon, a name so common as to make identification 
practically impossible. 

Another incident to which the narrative calls attention is the 
capture of the Philistine gods. As Yahweh had been taken 
prisoner by the Philistines two generations earlier, so now His 
people held their deities. 2 Sam. v. 21 does not tell us what 
Israel did with them; the Chronicler 3 states that they were 

^ These exploits will be found in 2 Sam. xxi. 1 5-22, xxiii. 8-19. * 2 Sam. v. 1 7-25. 

® I Chron. xiv. 12. The A,V. of 2 Sam. v. 21 is an un^tifiable inference based 
on the Chronicler’s account. 
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burnt. This, no doubt, is what ought to have been done with 

them, from the view-point of a pious Jew of the third century. 

Both these Philistine movements were made through the 
Valley of Rephaim, which lies to the south of Jerusalem. It was 
the point from which tlie Hebron district could most easily be 
assailed, since the approaches to the south were probably too 
easily defensible by a force holding the hills above. But the 
Vale of Sorek, which leads up to Jerusalem via Rephaim, was 
not in David’s hands, and the Valley of Rephaim itself was 
dominated by Jerusalem. It may have been these considera- 
tions which led David to an attempt which might well have 
seemed impossible, the capture of Jerusalem itself. 

The site of ancient Jerusalem is, fortunately, outside the wall 
of the present city, and is therefore available for archaeological 
research. The hill on which the city stands is set among higher 
mountains, to the western side of the deep valley of the Kidron. 
To the south it divides into two ridges, with a valley between 
known as the Tyropoeon, and these ridges end in steep knolls. 
That to the east, known as the Ophel, is the site of the old 
Jebusite city of Jerusalem, and it forms one of the strongest 
places in Palestine. To east, south, and west, the ground falls 
steeply away, and comparatively slender defences are sufficient 
to resist any attack. To the north there is a lower saddle be- 
tween the knoll tind the main ridge, and it was here that the 
strongest walls were built. The remains that have been un- 
earthed during the last few years show that these walls were one 
of the finest examples of the ancient art of fortification. The 
Jebusite walls ^ were built of roughly hewn, ill-fitting blocks, the 
spaces being filled up with chips from the larger stones. Every 
five or six courses the wall was slightly recessed, giving a series of 
steps, several feet in height and five or six inches in width. 
There were two of these walls on the north side, forming a 
double line of defence, and the fact that no Ganaanite pottery 
has been found between them shows that the intervening space 
was deliberately kept clear, or in time it would have been filled 
up and rendered useless.^ 

^ For an account of the fortifications of early Jerusalem as discovered on the 
Ophel see J. Garrow Duncan, ‘Millo and the City of David xiii. (1924), 
pp. 222-44, especially the plan of the buildings excavated on the northern side of 
the Ophel, p. 242. 

^ Duncan regards thifr space as the ‘hold’ of 2 Sam. v. 17, judging from the 
formation of the towers that it was the citadel. That may have been its purpose, 
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The water supply has always been one of the main problems 
of Jerusalem. The only spring in the neighbourhood is the so- 
called ‘Virgin’s Spring’, lying under the Ophel, on its eastern 
side, and the city has, in later days, always had to depend on 
large tanks where rain water is stored. The ancient Jebusite 
city, however, derived its supply direct from the Virgin’s Spring. 
A tunnel led the water under the rock, and a vertical shaft was 
sunk from above (‘Warren’s shaft’). Another sloping tunnel was 
cut to the head of this from inside the city, so that water was at 
all times available, even though the city might be closely be- 
sieged. It is probably this tunnel that is indicated by the ‘water- 
course’^ of 2 Sam. v. 8, and it proved to be the vulnerable point 
in an otherwise impregnable city. The walls could safely be 
manned by the blind and the lame;2 they alone were sufficient 

but it is not likely to have been the retreat of David before the battle of Baal- 
perazim, for {a) the verb ‘go down* would not have been used of it, {b) the mention 
of Adullam and of Bethlehem in 2 Sam. xxiii. 13-17 implies that David made his 
attack from the south, * Heb. 

^ We may, however, ask ourselves what the blind and the lame had to do with 
the original form of this passage. The text is obscure and probably corrupt, making 
very little sense as it stands, especially in and 8. Even if we take TT’Di'l as a 
future perfect or a perfect of certainty ‘will have repulsed thee’, we have not solved 
the difficulties of verse 8. These are to some extent avoided by the LXX, which 
makes a weapon with which the blind and the lame were to be attacked. But 
we are practically certain that it means a tube or channel, and we cannot easily 
surrender the identification with Warren’s shaft. We may get some help from the 
parallel in Chronicles, whose compiler seems to have had before him an earlier form 
of the text represented in Samuel. Here we have no mention whatever of the blind 
and the lame, while i Chron. xi. 6 (corresponding to 2 Sam. v. 8) runs: T’H 

'nn n'TUf p axi' by) •ttyb'i n'n' 'du’ nan b 

*And David said, Whosoever smiteth the Jebusites first shall be made chief and 
captain. And Joab the son of Zeruiah went up first, and was made chief.’ We 
note the omission of any reference to the but this may have been due 

to the compiler’s inability to fit the shaft into the story as he rmderstood it. It 
looks as if in 2 Sam. we had a conflation of two narratives, of which one only 
was before the compiler of i Ghron., though he had it in a more complete form 
than that which has survived in our present text of 2 Sam. Could it have run 
something Eke: n’n'' raWNTa 'DU'' n 3 D isD Ninn DVa in IDN'I 

’1TI 'DUU W '1 lUVD njIB'Nna n'nv P ‘And David said on 

that day, Whosoever smiteth the Jebusites first shall be made chief and captain. 
And Joab the son of Zeruiah went up first through the watercourse, and smote the 
Jebusites and became chief.’ This would at least give an intelligible sense, and 
the archaeological evidence would be satisfied. The reference to the blind and 
the lame seems to be a fragment of a narrative which explained a forgotten 
taboo . The LXX actually renders n'lH as ‘the house of the Lord’, apparently taking 
it as a reference to the regulation which forbade service in the Temple by priests 
who suffered from any physical disability. If we have to assume the originality of 
the text as it stands, however, the explanation given above seems to be the best. 
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defence, so the Jebusites thought. But David made some de- 
monstration outside, to attract all the inhabitants to the walls, 
whence, no doubt, they freely mocked him, while a select party 
made their way up the tunnel, scaled the shaft, and so won the 
city from within. The tradition preserved in i Chron. xi. 6 
ascribes this feat to Joab, and the text of 2 Samuel at this point is 
so corrupt that there is no difficulty in supposing that, in its 
original form, it also contained a mention of Joab’s name. 

David broke down a considerable length of the outer northern 
wall, and some portion of the inner wall.^ It seems as if his first 
intention was to destroy the fortifications altogether. But he 
may have found the task too laborious, or he may suddenly have 
reached his decision to transfer his capital to Jerusalem. Certainly 
he did break down the walls, and it is not likely that this took 
place in the course of the assault. He made no attempt to re- 
build the old defences, but strengthened the north-east corner of 
the outer wall (‘Millo’?), and ran a wall, far from being as 
strong as those built by the Jebusites, diagonally across to be- 
yond the point where the old inner wall had been broken down, 
thus closing the breach. This wall was never brought up to the 
same strength as the others, David’s successors patched up the 
wall to the east, overlooking the Kidron valley, but they did not, 
except at Millo, add to the new northern wall, probably because 
the city very soon extended northwards to the main ridge on 
which the Temple stood later. 

No single act of David’s did so much to exhibit his high quali- 
ties of statesmanship as his transference of his capital to Jerusa- 
lem. It was the strongest fortress in all Palestine, even after the 
changes David made in its northern fortification. It stood at the 
head of the best of all the passes into the hill country, and any 
power which would be absolute in the land must hold it. As far 
as we know, the Philistines made no effort to capture it from 
David, and its occupation by the Israelites meant the definite 
end of their hopes of a Palestinian empire. We may take it that 
the war continued, and that it was by slow stages that David 
proceeded to the conquest of the rest of the country. His 
occupation of the hills would be secure from the time when 

* Thus proving that the adoption of Jerusalem as his capital was no part of his 
original plan in attacking the city. Clearly his primary object was military, not 
political, and it was onl^ later that he realized the value of the position for his own 
purposes. 
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Jerusalem was captured, but the Philistines were not likely to 
give up the fortresses of the plain of Esdraelon without a severe 
struggle. Yet these, even Megiddo and Beth-sheanJ must have 
fallen, and it is possible that the tribes to the east of Jordan had 
some hand in their reduction. The decisive and critical point, 
however, was the occupation of Jerusalem. 

David’s choice of Jerusalem as his capital had, however, still 
more important results as an act of domestic policy. The two 
main sections of Israel, the northern and eastern on the one 
hand, represented by Ephraim and Gilead, and the south, now 
Judahite, on the other, had always stood apart from one another. 
It is true that they had a tradition of common ancestry, and a 
common religion, but they had never tried, as yet, to enter into 
a political unity. Saul had some freedom in moving through the 
south country, and his authority may have been admitted by the 
Judahites, but, as far as we know, he effected no serious organiza- 
tion of the land. It was inevitable that there should be jealousy 
between the two groups, and only the most careful and con- 
siderate statesmanship could avoid disruption when the ex- 
ternal pressure should be relaxed. David himself belonged to 
the southern group just as Saul had belonged to the northern, 
and while his personal popularity and the need for his military 
leadership might have kept the whole country loyal for a time, 
there was no guarantee of permanence in the situation. For him 
to have transferred liis capital to some spot on northern territory, 
to Bethel or to Gibeah, might well have alienated the south. 
But here was neutral ground, which neither side could claim. 
It had been the centre of the barrier between the two groups, 
and was now to be used as a link between them. Just as 
Washington and Canberra stand on soil which belongs to no 
state in their respective Unions, so David needed, and saw that 
he needed, a site which could not be assigned either to Judah or 
to Joseph. 

To this we may add a personal aspect of the matter. Jerusa- 
lem was the greatest of the conquests of David. In all its 
long history, Nebuchadrezzar and Titus are the only other com- 
manders who have captured the city by direct siege, though it 
has often been surrendered to a force which has conquered the 

* Archaeological evidence suggests that Beth-shean was destroyed by fire at the 
end of the second millennium b.c. Cp. G. S. Fisher in Ijnwersity of Pennsylvania 
14 (1923), pp. 227 ff. 
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rest of the land. No stronger testimony to generalship and per- 
sonal prowess could be offered to the nation, and by adopting it 
as his capital, David held before the people a constant reminder 
of his own skill as a soldier. In a very real sense the adoption of 
Jerusalem as the capital marks the beginning of the Kingdom 
of Israel. 

To military and political considerations, David added the in- 
fluence of religion. We need not doubt that he was actuated by 
truly religious motives in bringing the Ark to Jerusalem, but at 
the same time his action made the city, more completely than ever, 
the centre of the national life. There were other sanctuaries— 
many of them — and each had a fame of some kind, partly 
through its traditions and partly through the sacred objects 
which it possessed. But the Ark had a unique importance, and 
the bull and snake symbols^ could not seriously compete with it. 
Tradition carried it back to the days of Moses, and made it the 
outward and visible sign of that covenant on which the Israelite 
nationality and faith were based. 

David’s first attempt to introduce the Ark was unsuccessful, as 
an accident resulting in the death of one of the attendants took 
place, not far from Jerusalem, near the house of Obed-edom. 
Three months later, however, it was transferred with due cere- 
monial to its resting-place in the city of David, whence it was 
removed in Solomon’s day to its final home on the hill to the 
north of Ophel. 

The selection of that site is recorded in 2 Sam. xxiv, which, in 
spite of its position, describes events which probably belong to an 
early point in David’s reign. The story goes that David com- 
pelled Joab, much against his will, to take a census of the people. 
This was held to be sin, possibly because ‘it was regarded as a 
sinful ambition on the part of the creature to possess a secret 
which the Creator intended should be His alone’,2 or because 
the census was a preliminary to an organized taxation of the 
people, and to their being called upon to supply forced labour 
for David’s building works. When it was too late, David 
repented, and as a punishment was given the choice between 
three forms of calamity. He chose a three days’ pestilence, and 
on the third day he saw the destroying angel approaching 
Jerusalem from the north. Probably by this time he had already 

- Possibly the latter was connected with the local cult of Jerusalem, and was 
taken over by Israel wiui the city. » Kennedy, Samuel, p. 314. 
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taken up his quarters on the hill to the north of the Ophel, 
though it is not clear that his palace was yet built. The 
destroyer halted, as it seemed to David, at the threshing-floor of 
Araunah the Jebusite — this hill would be the natural spot on 
which an inhabitant of old Jerusalem would make a threshing- 
floor, outside his city and on a fairly high hill— which must have 
been close by the great natural outcrop of rock, which clearly 
was used in ancient times as an altar. It was probably near the 
‘high-place' of Jerusalem^ in pre-Israelite days and retained its 
sanctity, like so many other sacred spots, after the conquest, 
though it was now dedicated to the service and use of Yahweh. 
David erected an altar and offered sacrifice, and the plague 
went no further. Thus was indicated the spot on which the 
later Temple was to be built. 

David was now firmly established, but his work of conquest 
was far from complete. He had not only to enlarge the borders of 
the territory he possessed, still small, so as to include all of the 
Israelite name and faith, but also to extend his dominion, beyond 
the boundaries of Israel proper, so far as to protect his frontier 
against possible invaders. To give his people that peace which 
they needed, there must be a ring of subject or of friendly states 
about them. Four conquests of neighbouring peoples are re- 
corded, though we are not sure as to the order in which they 
were subdued. To the south David reduced Edom in a cam- 
paign of which we have no reliable details^ beyond the fact that 
the decisive battle was fought in the Valley of Salt, not far from 
Beer-sheba.3 Moab also was reduced, and all we know of this 
conquest is the cruelty with which it was marked,^ for David is 
said to have put to death two-thirds of the fighting men of the 
country. The two conquests that are described in detail are 
those of Ammon and Syria. It is noticeable that in these wars 
the Hebrew historian is careful to represent David as always 
being attacked, never the aggressor. The war against Ammon 
and that against the Syrians were intimately connected. The 
first move was made by Ammon, On the death of Nahash, who 
may be the king defeated by Saul at Jabesh-gilead some twenty- 
five or thirty years previously, David sent messengers to condole 

^ For a discussion of the relation between the rock, the threshing-floor, and the 
altar, see G. B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament, pp. 130 ff. 

^ Our present text of i Ghron. xviii. 12 ascribes the victory to Abishai, the tradi- 
tion preserved in 1 Kgs. xL 14 ff. to Joab, ^ 

* 2 Sam. viii, 13 f. 
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with his son Hanun, on the ground that Nahash had rendered 
David good service. Hanun, so the story runs, prompted by his 
arrogant councillors, took the opportunity of offering David a 
deadly insult. Realizing that he would take vengeance, i the 
Ammonites summoned as their allies certain Syrian princes. It 
would seem that the Israelite army, under Joab and Abishai, was 
already about to besiege Rabbah, when the Syrians appeared 
to their relief. The Israelites were caught between the two 
forces, but one body of them, under the command of Joab 
liimself, faced about and confronted the Syrians, a manoeuvre 
similar to that performed in like circumstances by Alexander at 
Arbela and by Julius Caesar at Pharsalus. The Syrians were 
unable to withstand the charge of Joab’s veteran troops, and 
fled from the field, pursued by Joab. The Ammonites, finding 
themselves deserted by their allies, also fled and took refuge in 
the city. 

The siege was not pressed, but in the following year^ Joab led 
an army against Rabbah. The city made a stout resistance, and 
the story of the death of Uriah shows that the besiegers suffered 
some loss. At length the ‘water city’, probably a fort or 
bastion built about the chief well, was captured, and the end 
could not long be delayed. David himself came to superintend 
the final operations, and we have an account of the booty he 
secured from the city. The inhabitants were reduced to slavery, 
being employed on various royal manufactures. There is no re- 
cord of wholesale slaughter of the Ammonite captives, though 
perhaps they may have found their lot little less terrible than 
death.3 It is a significant fact that the Ammonite kingwas among 
those who succoured David in his flight to Transjordania during 
Absalom’s rebellion. 

It is the Ammonite war which introduces the struggles with 
Syria.'* The Ammonites were always much more like a Bedawin 

^ The full account of the Ammonite war is contained in 2 Sam, x-xii, and in- 
cludes the story of David^s sin with Bathsheba and the death of Uriah. This latter 
occurs in the section chs. ix-xx, which is otherwise concerned with details of David’s 
family life, and the story of Ammon is probably introduced in order to explain the 
circumstances of David’s sin, 

^ Gp. 2 Sam. xi. i. 

3 2 Sam, xii. 31 has been held to imply that the captives were tortured to death 
with various instruments, or roasted in brick-kilns. But this is to strain the text, 
which more naturally implies hard labour. See the commentaries ad ioc,, and 
•".^priver, JSfotes on ike Helmsw Text of the Books of Samuel, pp, 294-7, 

. f See note at end of chapter. 
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people tlian the other neighbours of Israel, and at this time it 
would seem that a number of wandering Aramaeans owed some 
kind of allegiance to one Hadadezer, son of Rehob, %‘ng^ of 
Zobah. The narratives in the text suggest that his authority 
extended even as far as the Euphrates, and that he was able to 
control a number of other tribes of the same type as his own. It 
will have been noticed that in the first campaign against 
Ammon, Joab is said to have returned to Jerusalem, leaving 
Rabbah intact, though his victory was won under its walls. It is 
difficult to avoid the impression that he was not so successful as 
the narrative implies, and that he considered he had done well 
to rout the Syrians and escape without disaster. Before Rabbah 
could be attacked with real hope of its capture, it was necessary 
to neutralize the power of Hadadezer. To judge from the narra- 
tive of 2 Sam. viii. 3, 5, the Syrian king was trying to summon 
various vassal states to his help when David fell upon him. He 
had not yet gathered the forces from the Euphrates district, 
though the contingents of Damascus were already under arms, 
and before they could effect a junction with Hadadezer, David 
threw himself between them and defeated them separately. He 
seems to have been content with the defeat and spoliation of 
Hadadezer, but he occupied Damascus in the way that the 
Philistines had occupied Palestine, i.e. by placing officers in 
all important towns and exacting tribute. 

These conquests presuppose a complete victory over the 
Philistines, which confined them to the coastal plain and the 
lower Shephelah, and drove them out of the plain of Esdraelon, 
though it is strange that we have no reference to fighting to the 
north of Jerusalem. It is possible that the Philistine power w^as 
so weakened that the maintenance of garrisons in the cities was 
found to be impracticable, and that David simply occupied them 
peaceably.^ In any case, it is clear that the defeat of the Syrians 
was the final stroke needed to consolidate the Palestinian empire. 
David’s authority now reached on the south and east to the 
desert itself. The north was not a dangerous frontier, partly 
because of the nature of the country, and partly because after 
the Syrian victory the king of Hamath was friendly to David. 
Probably there was a considerable extent of territory between the 
two kingdoms for which neither had much use, and neither found 

* But cp, the archaeological evidence as to the destructiesa of Beth-shean, cil 
on p. 217, n, I. 
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it to his interest to extend his borders. The traditional extent oi 
the Israelite kingdom was to ‘the entering in of Hamath’, and this 
must refer to the dominions of the king of Hamath rather than 
to the city on the Orontes itself. 

To the north-west, again, David secured himself by peaceful 
means, making a treaty with the king of Tyre.i This is easily 
intelligible. Throughout her history Phoenicia never, as far as 
we know, made any attempt to establish a continental empire. 
Her eyes were always turned westwards, and she depended 
largely on the Mediterranean trade and on her western colonies for 
her prosperity. At the same time she had an eastern commerce, 
for which she relied on the merchants of other lands coming to 
her markets, and there were times when she was threatened by 
those who wished to secure this trade for themselves by taking 
possession of the harbours. Few cities of antiquity offered more 
serious problems to a besieging enemy than did Tyre, and even 
Jerusalem was not more difficultto capture. But it was eminently 
to the advantage of the Phoenician cities to be protected from 
the east, so that caravans should have free access to her. She 
must have suffered from the migration of the Pliilistines, and she 
would naturally welcome an alliance with a strong military 
power which could protect her trade routes to the east, and which 
was not likely to embark on any scheme of conquest. Some such 
consideration must have lain behind the alliance, for it was not 
merely a commercial agreement. Tyre sent to David workmen 
and building materials, and erected the royal palace, but we 
hear nothing of any payment made in return, as we do in 
Solomon’s day, and we are left -with the hypothesis of the 
protection of trade routes as the most probable recompense that 
David could offer. For this purpose the control of Aramaean 
territory was of vital importance, for while communication with 
Egypt could be maintained by sea, the great eastern road ran 
through Damascus. 

Here, then, at last, is a genuine Palestinian kingdom, estab- 

* The king mentioned is Hiram, Solomon’s friend, who came to the throne 
(according to the accepted chronology) in 969 or 968, and reigned for thirty-three 
years. This would make the embassy to David late in his reign, and possibly Solo- 
mon was already on the throne at Hiram’s accession. The implication of 2 Sam. 

V. 1 1 is that Hiram sent to congratulate David on his accession to the throne in 
Jerusalem, and either the received chronology is much in error, or Hiram’s name 
was inserted by a latcf editor or scribe who found that the king was not identified 
at ail in this verse. 
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lished for the first and only time in the history of the land. Its 
limits may not have extended quite as far as those claimed for it, 
but they certainly included much more than has ever been 
under a single native Palestinian monarch, before or since. 
They did not, it is true, embrace the Philistine cities of the 
coastal plain, for in that case we should surely have had mention 
of tribute paid by them, or some other indication of their sub- 
jection. But the whole country, Trom Dan to Beer-sheba’, recog- 
nized David’s authority, and on every side, except possibly on 
the west, the neighbouring tribes were either subject to him or 
else bound to him by the ties of friendship. As we have seen, 
there were several factors which contributed to this result, 
including the weakness of both Egypt and Mesopotamia, the 
strength which resistance to the Philistines had given to the idea 
of co-operation, and the unifying influence of Israelite religion; 
but we must count among the most important the personality 
of David. 

In 2 Sam. ix-xx we have a series of narratives, clearly 
derived, in the main, from contemporary records, dealing almost 
entirely with the domestic life of David. Ch. x, which we have 
already had before us, is the only section which alludes to David’s 
relations with any other people. These chapters are widely and 
justly held to be one of the finest monuments we have of Hebrew 
prose style, and they have never failed to kindle the warm interest 
of their readers. But, for the history of Israel, their value lies less 
in the events which they record than in the picture they give of 
David and those nearest to him, the way in which they illustrate 
certain weaknesses in the Israelite monarchy, even under David, 
and the light which they throw on his character. In them we 
see the king presented at his best and at his worst. Ch. ix tells us 
of his chivalry and fidelity to the house of Saul, and, more 
particularly, to his old friend Jonathan. One representative of 
the family is left, a lame son of Jonathan, whom David takes 
into his own household. He has no reason to fear MeribaaV 
partly because of his physical weakness, and partly because the 
king is so sure of the devotion of Israel, and gives him a position 
of honour at court. This is David at his best. ' 

The next story gives us David at his worst. It is unnecessary 
to transcribe in detail one of the world’s best-known narratives; 
it will be sufficient to repeat the familiar comment that David’s 

^ This was clearly the original form of bis name, cp. p. 193, n. i. 
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action in the matter of Bathsheba and Uriah is quite character- 
istic of oriental monarchy, and would hardly have excited 
remark outside Israel. It would be difficult to find higher 
testimony to Hebrew standards of life, and to Hebrew theories 
of society, than the condemnation which the writer, and every- 
one else, passes on David. To the ordinary eastern mind, for a 
king to take the wife of a subject is quite normal and natural, for 
the sovereign is well within his rights. Few men in David’s 
position would have felt it necessary either to conceal the act or 
to get rid of the husband. But in Israel a man was a man, even 
though he were a subject and of foreign birth, and his rights in 
property and person must be respected. Characteristic also are 
the rebuke of Nathan and the repentance of the king. Neither 
would have been conceivable in any other nation of the ancient 
east, and the fact that the story comes to us from a hand which 
is practically contemporary, adds to our sense of the very high 
standard of religion and morals which is already manifest in 
Israel. This we must attribute to the influence of the Ara- 
maean element in the population, which still went far in main- 
taining the point of view it had brought with it from the nomad 
life. We shall have occasion at other points also to notice similar 
features appearing in the thought and life of the people. 

The perils attaching to a polygamous monarchy are still 
further illustrated by the story of Absalom, told in 2 Sam. xiii- 
xix. This clearly belongs to the latter part of David’s reign, and 
it gives a vivid picture of a Hebrew Alcibiades, handsome, 
attractive, passionate, ambitious, and unscrupulous. There are 
two parts to the story: the first tells of Absalom’s vengeance 
for the outrage on his sister, the second of the young man’s 
attempt to supersede his father. Each throws light on the 
conditions of the court and of the people. The first shows us the 
comparative seclusion of the women of David’s harem; Amnon 
has to resort to a trick to get speech with Tamar. ^ It lets us see the 
size of the royal family — the watchman who sees them returning 
after the murder of Amnon beholds a large crowd’.^ It suggests 
that members of the king’s house might have property of their 
own, apart from their ancestral land; Absalom has a Tanch’ in 
Mount Ephraim, near Baal-hazor, and not far from Bethel.^ 
The methods of court intrigue familiar to the east are not 
wanting; Joab goes about his task of intercession with extra- 
* 2 Sam. xiii. i“i4. ® 2 Sam. xiii. 34. ® 2 Sam. xiii. 23*. 
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ordinary indirectness— which deceives nobody^ least of all the 
king.^ One important legal^ or qnasidegal, point is settled; the 
king has the right to prohibit the operation of the law of blood- 
revenge.2 Xhis appears not only in the fact that Absalom is 
given permission to return to his home in safety, but also in that 
in conversation with the Tekoan woman David assures her that 
her fratricidal son shall be spared for her sake. This is not the 
only illustration we have from the early monarchy of the 
weakening of the blood feud, and while it undoubtedly con- 
tinued to operate for centuries, it must have become gradually 
less stringent and oppressive. 

2 Sam. xv-xix contains the story of Absalom’s rebellion, and 
throws a strong light on the conditions of the Israelite monarchy. 
David was already growing old, and was unable to attend as closely 
as he had done in earlier years to his judicial functions — always 
the first duty of an oriental sovereign. Absalom made use of 
this failure to create dissatisfaction, and was successful especially 
because the litigants came from many quarters in Israel, and 
would carry back to their homes a favourable account of his 
kindness and courtesy. Four years^ of this steady sapping of his 
father’s authority left him in a position in which he felt strong 
enough to make an actual attempt. He used as his opportunity 
a special sacrifice at Hebron, which, he claimed, had to be made 
as a thank-offering for his return to Jerusalem, in fulfilment of a 
vow. It is significant that he had to go to Hebron to perform 
this sacrifice to Yahweh, showing that the sanctuary there was 
held in high repute. His plan was probably to move in the way 
his father had done, first securing the south, and then the centre 
and north of the land. In winning the north he may have relied 
on the help of the people of Geshur, his mother’s original home,^ 
where he had found refuge after the murder of Amnon. 

At Hebron he openly raised the standard of revolt, and so 
successful had his preliminary measures been that practically the 
whole country was ready to rise in his favour. News was brought 
to Jerusalem, and David hastily fled, accompanied only by a few 
Israelite soldiers, led by Joab, and his Philistine body-guard. He 
refused to take the Ark with him, and left the priests, Abiathar 
and Zadok, together with his friend Hushai the Archite, from 


^ 2 Sam. xiv. i~20. * 2Sam. xiv. ii. 

3 The 'forty years* o^the MT. in xv. 7 is obviously corrupt; the LXX is probably 
right in reading 'four*. ^ 2 Sam. iii. 3. 
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Mount Ephraim, to work for him in Jerusalem, thus counter- 
mining the conspiracy of his son. 

Several incidents of David’s flight have been preserved, 
particularly the action of Ziba, servant of Meribaal, who 
believed in David’s ultimate triumph, and sought to ensure his 
own prosperity at his master’s expense;^ and the cursing of the 
fugitive king by Shimei, of the house of SauL^ Once more we 
have presented to us the real magnanimity of David, who would 
not allow vengeance to be taken on Shimei. 3 

The scene changes to Jerusalem, where Absalom had assumed 
the royal state, and we have a vivid account of the debate in his 
council, in which the advice of Ahithophel, who urged an imme- 
diate pursuit and assault, was rejected in favour of the treacher- 
ous advice of Hushai to muster a great army. At the same time 
Hushai managed to warn David through the sons of the 
priests, and David crossed the Jordan. To the east he was 
among friends, and received help and assistance. Making his 
head-quarters at Mahanaim,^- he turned on the pursuers. The 
story of the battle is very familiar, and few scenes in history have 
more completely aroused the sympathy of men than the picture 
of David caring more for his rebellious son than for all else. 
David seems to have been incapable of vindictiveness towards a 
personal enemy. 

David’s restoration left him more firmly seated on the throne 
than ever; but it did not prevent another outbreak, which our 
text of Samuel connects with the rebellion of Absalom. It may 
be doubted, however, whether the connexion is original, s and 
this event should, perhaps, be ascribed to the time which followed 
immediately after the death of Ishbaal. Similarly, it is not im- 
possible that the account of the murder of Amasa by Joab, which 
seems to have had no motive other than professional jealousy, 
was originally also entirely independent of the Sheba story. In 
any case, Sheba is pursued to the far north, and takes refuge in 
Abel-beth-maacah,^ a strong city not far from Dan. Here he is 

* 2 Sam. xvi. 1-4. * 2 Sam. xvi. 5-23. 

® Assuming that i Kgs. u. 8 f. is not strictly historical. 

^ The exact site is uncertain, but the town lay to the north of the Jabbok. 

* The event is apparently an attempt to revive the kingdom of Saul at the 
expense of David, and would more naturally have stood near the beginning of 
David's reign. For a thorough discussion see S. A. Cook, Notes on th Composition of 
? Samuel; AJSL.^ 1900, pp. 145-77; and Budde, Samuel^ pp, f^5 f. 

^ So read as one word, omitting the conjunction. 
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followed by Joab, and, in order to save the city, Sheba is put to 

death, and his head is thrown over the wall to Joab. 

All the later history of Israel looked back on David, in spite of 
his admitted faults and sins, as the ideal monarch. It behoves us, 
then, to try to form some picture of his government, of the theory 
on which it was based, and of the organization of the kingdom. 
Our materials are somewhat scanty, but a few salient points may 
be noted. 

In the first place, we may observe that the sovereignty of 
David over all Israel was based on a ‘covenant’,' It is difficult 
to lay too much stress on this fact, for it colours, in a sense, the 
whole of the later history of the monarchy, and illustrates a 
remarkable political theory. Normally, kingship in the ancient, 
as in the modem, east is unlimited, and depends entirely on the 
will of the sovereign. It may be secured by force, but when once 
it has been attained, there is no power which can lay down 
conditions, no means whereby a check can be placed upon it. 
Monarchy necessarily implies autocracy. In Israel this was not 
so. Among other gifts that the Aramaean invaders brought into 
the country was a conception of human relations which we 
cannot but call profoundly democratic, and this ran through 
all the dealings of man with man. Israel, hke other nations, 
recognized degrees in rank, but the true ancestral spirit of the 
people always refused to admit that the sovereign had unquali- 
fied and unlimited rights over his subjects. In this respect the 
prophets were repositories of the Israelite feeling, and the neo- 
prophetic movement from the first entered its protest against the 
exercise of an arbitrary authority which disregarded the rights 
of man. We shall have occasion to notice this more fully when 
we reach the ninth century, but it is implicit in the view Israel 
took of the monarchy from the first. Here it may be enough to 
cite two significant passages, both dating from the seventh 
century or the beginning of the sixth. The first is Deut. xvii. 20, 
in the law of the monarchy, where, after the demand that the 
king shall procure a copy of the Law and study it all his life, the 
reason given is ‘that his heart be not lifted up above his brethren'. 
The second is Jer. xxii. 13, where the prophet denounces 

' 2 Sam. V. 3. Cp. Dcsnoyers, HPH. iii. 349 fF. Two suggestions are made as 
to the terms of the covenant, (a) that i Sam. viii. 1 1-18 may be a fragment of an 
ancient formula (p. 358^, (i) that one of its provisions forbade the taking of a census 
Cp.35i,n.3), 
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Jelioiakim for Ms tyrannical ways, and especially because he 
makes Ms neighbour work without adequate recompense. It is 
in these words 'brother’ and 'neighbour’ that we have the key to 
the true Israelite attitude towards monarchy. Even the divine 
right conferred by the anointing ritual is limited bylaw, custom, 
and covenant, and all these are based on the fundamental fact 
of equality in the sight of Yahweh. The sovereign does not 
belong to a different species, he is no semi-divine being, as most 
oriental kings claimed to be; he has a special position with 
peculiar privileges, but he is oiAy primus inter pares ^ and his privi- 
leges are limited in themselves and balanced by responsibilities. 

The Israelite king was thus, if we may use the phrase so early, 
king by contract, not by natural right. His accession involved 
a threefold covenant, in which the parties were the king, the 
people, and Yahweh. What its exact or normal terms were, we 
do not know; the regulations laid down in Dent. xvii. look like an 
ideal which men had not yet realized, but which bitter experi- 
ence had taught them to be desirable, for they have the air of a 
demand for the redress of grievances. It seems that it was not 
every king who had thus pledged himself on his accession; we 
may certainly doubt whether Jehoiakim took any oath, save one 
of loyalty to his foreign overlord. But the procedure seems to 
have been normal, and the account of Rehoboam shows that the 
covenant must have been of the nature of a charter, limiting the 
royal power. No doubt it bound the subject to render certain 
customary dues, to come armed for war, if called upon, and to 
be prepared to give certain national services free. It seems to be 
equally clear that it laid on the king certain limits beyond wMch 
he could not go in making these demands of his people, and the 
introduction of Yahweh into the transaction was a sufficient 
guarantee of its observance by both the other parties. There 
was no set formula for the rules laid down, and they might be 
varied from time to time. At the beginning of each new reign 
the terms were subject to revision, as the story of Rehoboam 
shows, and the people felt that they had the right to refuse a 
sovereign who would not accede to their demands — unless he 
could impose himself upon them by force of arms. Here for the 
first time, though its conditions were not rigidly fixed, we have 
a formal monarchical constitution, with recognized privileges 
and established checks on prerogative. ^ 

Within the limits thus imposed a fairly high degree of 
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organization was possible. The three main functions of oriental 
government are concerned with war, finance and justice, to 
which commerce and transport may often be added, and for 
tliese there will be systematic provision in a well-ordered state. 

The organization of the army seems to have been compara- 
tively simple. We have no formal account of it, but in all 
probability the general levies of Israel were arranged in family 
and local groups, so that men fought side by side with their 
neighbours and kindred. The officers had command of bodies 
of hundreds and thousands, though we must not assume that the 
numbers were always rigidly fixed. Regular drill does not seem 
to have been invented, for fighting was for the most part 
individual and in loose order, the armies depending for victory 
largely on panic produced by the shock of the first charge. It 
was a rare thing for any single warrior to stand alone when his 
comrades fled, and one of David’s most famous heroes made his 
name by holding his ground after his fellows had been driven in 
terror from the field. ^ 

In addition to the national levy, David had at least the nucleus 
of a standing army. It is interesting to observe that its main 
strength was drawn from foreign sources, for the Cherethites 
and the Pelethites are almost certainly Philistines, ^ and they not 
only formed the mainstay of David’s personal force, but their 
presence in the ranks of Solomon went far to secure his accession 
— they were to David what the Praetorian Guard was to the 
Roman emperors. David’s army was also distinguished by the 
presence of two significant groups of ‘mighty men’. It does not 
appear that they held any particular military rank in virtue of 
their inclusion in these groups (though they may have done so), 
since this seems to have been a matter settled practically when 
the troops were about to proceed to battle. Benaiah, however, 
was the captain of the royal guard. The groups were rather orders 
of merit, especially the Three. The Thirty may have had some 
organization among themselves; Abishai is their ‘commander’.s 

^ 2 Sam. xxiii. 1 1 f. 

2 The two names always occur together, 2 Sam. viii. i8, xv. i8, xx. 7, 23 (where 

the Kethibh has for — an obvious mistake corrected by Q,®rc), i Kgs. 

i. 38, 44. It will be remembered that Ittai the Gittitc commanded a division at the 
battle of the wood of Rephaim, 2 Sam. xviii. 2. 

3 The lists are somewhat confusing, in spite of the evidence that may be obtained 
from the copy in i Chron. xi. 10-47. The text, as is not unnatural, seems to be in 
some disorder, and thei^c is an uncertainty as to the number. The total of the 
names given in 2 Sam. xxiii. 18-39 is thirty-three, including Abishai and Benaiah, 


THE UNITED MONARCHY ; DAVID B31 

Of the organization of the civil authorities for finance and 
‘public works’ we know very little, save that Adoram was the 
officer responsible for the supply of unpaid labour. i But we 
may assume that the organization was already in existence, 
though it was only in the reign of Solomon that its development 
was completed. We have no evidence at all as to the amount of 
tribute paid to the king. It is clear that it must have been con- 
siderable, for the expenses of the court, tliough far below those 
of the next reign, cannot have been small. Nor do we possess 
any account of the way in which it was assessed or collected. 
Probably these arrangements were still at an elementary stage 
of development. 

Two names are mentioned as belonging to what we may call 
the Secretariat. The offices they hold are those of ‘recorder’ 
and ‘scribe’. The two may have overlapped, but their main 
functions are easily distinguished. Every eastern court of any 
consideration kept an official record of events, and there must 
have been one person primarily responsible for seeing that the 
royal annals were duly maintained. It was also necessary to 
have a whole staff of secretaries to deal with the official corre- 
spondence. While the art of writing was well known, and had 
been for many centuries practised in Palestine, it was by no 
means universal, and was largely confined (as at this day in the 
east) to a professional class. It would be most interesting to 
know how this correspondence was carried on, in what kind of 
script and in what language. Four centuries earlier the cunei- 
form script and the Akkadian language had been universally 
used for official correspondence in Palestine, and by the time 

who are especially singled out for the mention of their deeds. Verse 39 says that 
there were thirty-seven, a figure which may be held to be inclusive of all the 'mighty 
men^ attained by adding in Joab and the Three to the list of the Thirty. Still 
stranger is it to find the name of Shammah the Hararitc in both lists — in the table 
of the Three his father’s name is given, but the two must surely be the same person. 
Chronicles adds a further sixteen names at the end of the list; they may be derived 
from a different source or they may imply that the list in 2 Samuel has been acci^ 
dentally mutilated at the end. Probably the number thirty was maintained as the 
limit, and the larger figure is due to the fact that vacancies were filled up as they 
occurred. We know nothing of any of them except Abishai, Benaiah, and Uriah, 
unless 'Elhanan the son of Dodo the Bethlchemite* be identified with ‘Elhanan the 
son of Jaare-oregim a Bethlehcmitc’ mentioned in 2 Sam. xxi. 19 (his father’s 
name is obviously corrupt), and Mebunnai the Hushathite (2 Sam. xxiii. 27), called 
Sibbecai in i Ghron. xi. 29, be identical with the Sibbecai whose exploit is recounted 
m 2 Sam. xxi. 18. 

* 2 Sam. XX. 24, a late insertion in its present position,^but possibly drawn from 
a contemporary record. 
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tlie monarchy came to an end, Aramaic was in use for this 
purpose. Traces of an early form of the writing known to us 
through remains in Phoenicia and Palestine have been found in 
Sinaitic monuments dating from the fifteenth century b.g. (or 
perhaps the eighteenth?), ^ and it is possible that the medium 
employed in the Israelite monarchy (as in the Moabite king- 
dom of the ninth century) was the Hebrew language in this 
script. 

When we turn to the judiciary we have even less direct 
information than on other points already mentioned. We may 
suppose that the old methods of settling disputes still maintained 
themselves, and that the general organization of the village 
and city communities had undergone little, if any, change. 
Justice seems to have been still a local matter, as we may see 
from the story told by the Tekoan woman in 2 Sam. xiv. 5-7, 
where the whole community rises up and demands the penalty 
for fratricide. But there was one novel feature. This same story 
shows that an appeal lay to the king, and that he had the right to 
set aside even the immemorial tradition and custom of the land, 
cancel the sentence of a lower court, pardon the condemned 
criminal — act, in a word, as the final court. His position and 
duties are brought out clearly also in the story of Absalom’s 
revolt, for the young rebel’s method of winning himself a party 
is to condole with suitors who meet with delay or with an 
adverse decision, and assure them that if only he had control, 
they would have far more reason to be satisfied. 

Duplicate lists, with slight differences, of the chief officers of 
the kingdom are found in 2 Sam. viii. 16-18 and xx. 23-6. 
Each closes witli the mention of the priesthood, and the notice 
serves to show how far from the actual facts is the elaborate 
ecclesiastical system which a later age attributed to David. In 
both lists, two priests are mentioned by name, Zadok and Abia- 
thar. How their duties were apportioned we cannot say, nor 
have we any account of the way in which Zadok attained his 
position. Abiathar, with the Ephod, had been one of David’s 
earliest followers, having taken refuge with him after the 

' See H. Grimme, Althbr&ehe Jnsehnften vom Sinai (1923); A. H. Gardiner, ‘The 
Egyptian Origin of the Semitic Alphabet’, JE'A. iii (1916), pp. 1-15; A. E. Cowley, 
‘The Origin of the Semitic Alphabet’, ib., pp. 17 ff.; K. Sethe, Dit neumtdeckte 
Sinaiinschrift und die Entstehung der semitischen Sckrift, Machrichten v. d. K. Gee. z.u Gottingen 
(tSty). PP' 437“75> D- yslter. Die althebraischen Imchriften mm Sinai; H. Bauer, 
Entziffertmg der neuentdeckten Sinaischrift (1918), 
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slaughter of the rest of his family at Nob. Perhaps Abiathar 
still remained as the priest of the Ephod^ while Zadok had 
special charge of the Ark. But the most remarkable feature of 
the notice comes at the end. In ch. xx the list concludes with the 
statement that ‘Ira the Jairite was priest unto David’j as though 
he had a private establishment, independent of the normal 
priesthood of the national sanctuary. This in itself seems 
strange enough, but stranger still, in the light of the later theory, 
is the statement which replaces this remark in ch, viii, to the 
effect that ‘David’s sons were priests’.^ There is no reason to 
doubt the historicity of the statement, and it has even been 
suggested that in its original form the list contained both Ira and 
the sons of David. The king himself had acted as priest when 
bringing the Ark up to Jerusalem, and there can have been 
nothing unnatural to his mind in putting his sons into that office. 
No doubt there were others who were required for the service of 
the sanctuary, but, even so, the ecclesiastical establishment of 
David must have been a very simple matter compared with that 
organized by Solomon and maintained by his successors. 

The establishment of the monarchy brought with it one 
important change in national organization. The tribe almost 
disappeared as an administrative unit. We hear of tribal names 
in later days; in the eighth century Zebulun and Naphtali,^ 
Ephraim and Manasseh,^ are mentioned, but the first two terms 
are local rather than tribal, and the two latter suggest primarily 
the conflict of rival dynasties. From the first days of the settle- 
ment the tendency to unification must have made itself felt, but 
the process was long and slow; to Israelites themselves it may 
have been imperceptible until the organization of the kingdom 
by David. But with his reign and that of his son the main- 
tenance of tribal divisions became almost impossible. A strongly 
centralized monarchy turned men’s eyes to the king and to the 
capital rather than to the local chiefs, ^ whose power and authority 

^ Several problems of text are raised by these two passages, such as the mention 
of ‘Ahimelech the son of Abiathar’, a curious confusion of father and son, the 
naming of Ahitub (really Ahimclech’s father) as the father of Zadok, and the 
variant between the last clauses in the two recensions. For a full discussion see 
Budde, Samuelf pp. 243 f. 

^ c.g. Isa. ix. I (Heb. viii. 23). ^ c.g. Isa, ix. 21 (Heb. 20). 

^ The ‘Elders’ still survived, it is true, though their powers must have been 
curtailed. They appear to have had an important position during, and after, the 
Exile, when the disappearance of the monarchy to some extent restored the more 
primitive conditions. 
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declined as their subordination to the sovereign became obvious. 
Increased facilities for communication, made possible by the 
political union of the country, tended to break down local 
barriers, and, while the memory of tribal independence was 
doubtless preserved by peasant tenacity, the movements of indi- 
viduals were liable in practice to obscure the old distinctions. 
Numbers of foreigners settling and mingling with the people 
turned naturally to the monarch rather than to the small group, 
in whose traditions they had little or no interest. A new aris- 
tocracy of wealth (a factor in the life of Israel which, though not 
prominent till the eighth century, must have originated with the 
monarchy) sprang up, and its members owed allegiance only to 
the king whose favour permitted their prosperity. Numbers of 
officials dra^vn from all sections of the population found their 
home at court, and the influence of their activities in the country 
at large tended to break down diSerences among the people. 
The royal cities had very mixed populations, and, as the life of 
the nation expanded, these places served more and more as 
centres of local interest. It is significant that in the list of Solo- 
mon’s administrative districts^ five tribal names only appear— 
Ephraim, Naphtali, Asher, Issachar, and Benjamin — and the 
phraseology suggests that neither the district of Ephraim nor 
that of Asher represents a single, complete, tribal unit. The 
distinction between Israel and Judah remained, it is true, but 
we should observe that the Benjamin country belonged to the 
latter. There was no tribal affinity between Judah and Ben- 
jamin; it was the presence of a centralizing power in Jeru- 
salem which kept them united as against the rest of Israel. 

At the same time, among the agricultural, and still more 
among the semi-nomad elements in the population, the memory 
of the old organization was preserved. Tribal names are not 
uncommonly used by the prophets, the natural guardians of the 
‘lower’ classes in the Israelite community, and the idesil recon- 
struction of the nation always presupposed the re-establishment 
of the primitive order and relationships. The truth is, that in 
practice monarchy and tribal organization were entirely incom- 
patible, and it was only in circles which were more or less 
prejudiced against the idea of human kingship in Israel that the 
tribal names and ideas persisted. Ezekiel, in dreaming of 
the perfect Israel^ some day to be established in Palestine, 

‘ 1 Kgs. iv. 8-19, cp. pp. 863-5. 
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went back to the patriarchal names, and, though some of 
the tribes had perished centuries since, they were all to be 
revived, and each was to be given its due place in the final polity 
of the chosen people. But for the time, and for practical pur- 
poses, the tribal organization was at least in abeyance. 

It was David, then, who was the real founder of the Israelite 
state. The way had been prepared through generations of 
struggle against foreign enemies, and sporadic and evanescent 
signs of a coming royal dominion had manifested themselves in 
earlier days. The pressure of the Philistine advance had made 
some valid unity between the divided elements in Palestine 
imperative, unless she were to remain subject for ever to an alien 
power. The life and death of Saul, iGruitless as they seemed at 
the time, were not unavailing; there was that about the tragic 
figure of the prophet-king which made the idea of an Israelite 
monarchy not only feasible but attractive. Yet, great as he was 
(and none with any understanding of human nature can deny 
greatness to Saul), a greater was needed to complete the work 
that he had begun, and with the need arose the man. 

If we would understand the true import of David’s work, we 
can best appraise it by a comparison between the positions of 
Saul and of Solomon. The glory of the latter stands in vivid 
contrast to the rustic court of the former. David’s predecessor 
lived a life of battle and of war — much of it, no doubt, due to his 
own weakness. But Solomon was no stronger a man, and the 
prestige of the Israelite kingdom, even as a fighting power, gave 
him a reign in which we have no record whatever of foreign war. 
His territories were traditionally the largest ever governed by an 
Israelite king, yet they must have been simply the lands which 
he inherited from his father. David left all the countries border- 
ing on Israel either subject to him or bound in close alliance by 
treaties of peace, and had his son and grandson been his equals 
in intellectual and moral qualities, the kingdom might have 
endured and spread till it rose to a dominant height in the east. 
But not for many a generation, perhaps never again in her 
history, was Israel to produce another David, and that. portion 
of the work which could be achieved only by a long period of 
wise and humane rule was for ever left undone. David could 
and did inaugurate a kingdom comprising a united Israel, but it 
could attain a secure position only when generations had grown 
accustomed to the situation, and a politically unified people had 
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become as much a matter of national tradition as their oneness 

in the worship of Yahweh. 

It is, after aU, on the religious side of Israelite life that 
David’s work proved most enduring. Himself a passionate 
devotee of Yahweh, in spite of much in his belief that was 
elementary and ‘superstitious’, he emphasized and reinforced 
the conception of a national religion in a fashion which was 
never forgotten. When he brought the Ark to Jerusalem he laid 
the foundations of an idea which was to endure for a period 
whose end is yet in the far future. Of the four great monothe- 
isms which the world has known, two hold Jerusalem the most 
sacred spot on earth, and a third keeps it scarcely less holy. The 
days were to come when Israel was to be torn asunder politically, 
but even in the eighth century a prophet could speak of Yahweh 
as ‘roaring from Zion’^ when he addressed northern Israel. 
Judah herself lost her independence, the Ark perished in the 
flames that devoured the first Temple, but by that time the 
work was done, and men were ready to learn a new conception 
of religion, in which no material embodiment of Yahweh was 
needed more, when men should no longer speak with regret of 
the Ark of the covenant of Yahweh, 2 nor should it enter their 
thoughts, but their spiritual life should be built on a new Cove- 
nant, placed in their inward parts and written on their hearts.^ 

^ Jer, iii. i6. ^ Jer. xxxi. 31-4. 


* Am. i. 2 . 
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Additional Mote C 
DAVID’S SYRIAN WARS 

T he whole question of David’s Syrian wars is difficult and com- 
plicated, not only because we are not certain of all the locali- 
ties mentioned, but also because of problems which arise from the 
Hebrew text. We have three accounts of the defeat of the Syrians, 
derived, it would seem, from different sources; as they stand they are 
difficult to harmonize with one another. The first is in 2 Sam. viii. 
3-12. Here David smites 'Hadadezer, son of Rehob, king of Zobah. 
The Syrians of Damascus come to the help of Hadadezer and are 
crushed in turn. David is congratulated by Toi, king of Hamath, 
who has himself had trouble with Hadadezer. 

The second narrative, 2 Sam. x. 6-14, is that which also describes 
the defeat of the Ammonites, who have hired the Syrians of Beth- 
rehob, and the Syrians of Zobah, and the king of Maacah, and the 
men of Tob; all are defeated. 

The third passage is 2 Sam. x. 15-19, following immediately after 
that just mentioned. Hadarezer summons the Syrians who are 
beyond the river and they come to Heiam with Shobak, Hadarezer’s 
commander-in-chief, at their head. David meets them at Heiam, 
defeats them, kills a large number of them, destroys seven hundred 
chariots, and kills Shobak. The result is that all the kings subject to 
Hadarezer make peace with David, and are afraid to give any 
further help to the Ammonites. 

It is generally agreed that this third passage is introduced by the 
compiler of the book in order to explain why it was that the Syrians 
helped the Ammonites when the latter were first attacked by Israel, 
but refrained from offering assistance in the second campaign. 
It is not impossible that we have here the correct interpretation of 
the actual course of events, but the passage which records the Syrian 
defeat is, nevertheless, a comparatively late compilation. 

It is, however, fairly clear that this third passage is not independent 
of the first. Hadarezer can hardly be a different person from Hada- 
dezer — the confusion between 1 and n is so common that we can 
hardly regard the substitution of the one for the other as a conjectural 
emendation. Further, the suggestion in viii. 3, that Hadadezer held 
authority over tribes on the Euphrates, is easily understood as the 
basis of Hadarezer’s force mentioned in x. 1 6. Is it possible that 
Shobak himself is due to a corruption of Zobah? 

Even if we admit the dependence of the third narrative on the first, 
there remains the possibility that the first has come down to us with a 
good deal of corruption, both of text and tradition, and that the 
later form may contain details which were original with the earlier, 
but have not survived. The greatest difficulty is that offered by the 
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mention of Rehob, which, in the form Beth-rehob, is mentioned in 
Judges xviii. 2S as being in the neighbourhood of Laish-Dan, and 
in Num. xiii. 21 (P) in the simple form Rehob, as being the northern 
limit of the expedition of the spies. A place Rehob is mentioned on 
the Seti stele found at Beth-shean, cp. G. S. Fisher, University of 
Pennsylvania Museum Journal^ 14 (1923), p. 232. It is tempting to 
assume, with Winckler {Geschichte^ i. 141 f.) that ‘ben Rehob’ does 
not mean ‘son of Rehob’, but ‘a man belonging to Rehob’, and that 
Beth-rehob and Zobah are the same state (see Budde, Samuel^ p. 239). 
On the other hand, the famous inscription of Shalmaneser III con- 
cludes the list of kings whom he fought at Karkar with the name of 
Ba’asa, son of Rehob, king of Ammon (see Luckenbill, AHA. i, 
no. 61 1, p. 223). This shows that Rehob was not only a place-name, 
but also a personal name, and the most probable solution of the 
problem presented by our documents is that the personal name 
Rehob was understood as a place-name by the editor, who therefore 
inserted it as a place-name in the second narrative, making it a 
separate state alongside of Zobah. i Sam. xiv. 47 (see p. 184) is 
probably derived from 2 Sam. x. 6. 

For further suggestions as to the text see the commentaries, ad loc. 


Chapter XI 

SOLOMON 


SUMMARY 

[Solomon has achieved a great reputation, mainly as the builder of 
the Temple and as the wisest man of the ancient east. But he was 
without experience of the hardships of David’s earlier life, and his 
character made him a strong contrast to his father. He was selfish, 
ostentatious, and extravagant, while his government was marked by 
tyrannical oppression. 

He continued his father’s foreign policy, but the only addition to 
his territories was the site of Gezer, handed over to him by the 
Egyptian king as the dowry of the princess whom Solomon married. 
He strengthened his defences by adding to the fortifications of several 
border towns, and in more than one place he established a force of 
chariotry for which the material was obtained from Egypt. 

His chief works were carried out in Jerusalem, where he erected 
the Temple and a number of other palatial buildings, while he con- 
siderably enlarged the city itself. Supplies of material and skilled 
artificers were obtained from Phoenicia, while for labour Solomon 
relied on forced levies from Israel. His income was derived partly 
from taxation and partly from trade. For financial and administra- 
tive purposes the country was divided into twelve districts, not 
including Judah, which seems to have had preferential treatment. 
He organized voyages in conjunction with Hiram of Tyre, and also 
used Elah as a port, 

Solomon’s later years were gloomy. He is charged with allowing 
his foreign wives to lead him into apostasy, and before his death both 
Edom and the Aramaean tribes had recovered their independence, 
the latter making their centre at Damascus. At the same time his 
wastefulness and oppression went far to undermine the position of the 
crown at home, and prepared the way for the division of the kingdom.] 

For the reign of Solomon we have no authority, not even the 
smallest reference, outside the Biblical record. That is contained in 
I Kgs. i-xi, with perhaps occasional notes in 2 Ghron. i~ix, though 
here, as elsewhere, we often suspect the Chronicler of idealizing the 
facts, when he differs from, or adds to, the accounts given us in Kings, 
And even the older work shows clear traces of redaction from a later, 
i.e. a Deuteronomistic, standpoint. The materials from which Solo- 
mon’s story has been compiled seem to be mainly three in number, 
{a) the royal annals, {b) a collection of stories about the king which 
had become traditional, (r) records of the Temple. In addition to 
these we have from time to time — ^and here we i&ust include some of 
the noblest passages in the book — ^insertions made by the editor, and 
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expressing, like the ‘speeches' in Thucydides, not so much what was 
actually said or happened, as what should have been said, or should 
have happened, from the view-point of a later generation. The most 
conspicuous example is Solomon’s great dedicatory prayer (i Kgs. 
viii. 2 2—53) 5 but it does not stand alone. In spite of this complexity, 
however, it is not usually difficult to disentangle from the narrative 
those elements on which we may safely rely as giving us, either a 
contemporary record, or a sound tradition. 

I T was, perhaps, a calamity for Israel that David's successor 
was one of his younger sons. Had he been followed by one of 
those who knew from experience something of his earlier life, of 
his reign in Hebron, and of his struggles for the existence of his 
kingdom and his nation, the history of Israel might have taken a 
very different course. But Solomon was 'born in the purple’, 
when David’s authority was firmly established over all Israel, 
and his career of foreign conquest was nearly, if not quite, 
complete. If our records are reliable, he first saw the light at 
least a year after the Ammonite war, and the Syrian wars which 
are closely connected with it must have taken place before 
Solomon was old enough to appreciate their significance. The 
only war which he can have seen himself was the struggle 
against Absalom, and the victory was so complete as to 
strengthen any ideas he may have had previously on the rights 
and position of the king in Israel. He thus entered on his reign 
equipped with those conceptions of monarchy which are char- 
acteristic of the eastern world in general, conceptions which 
seem to presuppose that the king is an absolute despot, and that 
the people exist purely for his sake, 

Solomon’s real character has been much overlaid by later 
generations. As the builder of the Temple, he had the strongest 
claims to approbation from the later theologians and ecclesias- 
tics whose views have coloured all the history of Israel as it has 
come down to us. His reputation for wisdom has enhanced the 
high position which his piety assured to him, and has made him 
a figure of superhuman magnitude and power alike to Jewish 
and to Moslem tradition. The magnificence of his buildings and 
the splendour of his court have dazzled his own and later ages, 
and the theory that the extent of his dominions remained un- 
impaired until his old age, or even perhaps until his death, has 
given him the reputation of governing more lands and peoples 
than any other Israelite sovereign. 
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Yet there is another side to the picture. Raised to the throne 
by a palace intrigue to be joint sovereign with his father during 
David's last days^ he took, as it seems, no oath, and accepted no 
covenant. The monarchy was yet a new thing, and men did not 
realize the need for safeguards against the exercise of arbitrary 
power. Even had they felt their danger, the absence of any 
organized resistance — for Adonijah's party collapsed at once — 
in the face of the royal body-guard probably would have made it 
impossible for the nation to enforce its will, and Solomon was 
left free from the restraints which had bound David and were to 
bind many, if not all, of his successors. 

Our records have come to us through men who counted it a 
king's highest service to his God to maintain the pure worship of 
Yahweh, and even from the Deuteronomic standpoint, in other 
ways so typical of the best moral and social feeling in Israel, the 
builder of the Temple occupied a unique position. But the 
eighth- and seventh-century prophets might have thought very 
differently about him, and, had they lived in his day, might 
have spoken of him in terms like those in which Jeremiah 
denounced Jehoiakim.^ His buildings cannot have been erected 
except at enormous expense for materials, and certainly must 
have required very large supplies of labour. There can be no 
doubt that, in spite of other resources which may have been at 
his disposal, Solomon was compelled to lay the greater part of 
these burdens on his own unfortunate subjects. It is true that 
one account represents the king as utilizing for this purpose only 
men of Canaanite origin,^ but we must regard this rather as an 
attempt to justify him than as actual history. The distinction 
between the two races had long ceased to have any practical 
significance, and we have direct contradictions elsewhere. 3 

Solomon's enormous harem may be attributed primarily to 
his desire for magnificence; a man’s standing in the east is often 
to be judged by the number of wives and other women whom 
he possesses. Later Israelite feeling condemned the practice, 
probably on social and religious grounds, and the Deuteronomic 
prohibition^ is possibly based on traditions of Solomon’s life. 
For even the historian is compelled regretfully to admit that in 
his old age Solomon did not maintain the high standard with 
which his reign had opened, but allowed his wives to lead him into 

* Jer. xxii. 13-19. ® i Kgs. ix. 20 ff. 

, ® X K,gs. V. 28, ■ ^ Deut. xvii.' 17., , 

R 
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the worship of foreign deities. To the later scribes this was a sin 

far more terrible than the oppression of his subjects. 

Solomon was lauded for his wisdom in his own day and by 
later generations, but the examples which tradition has recorded 
suggest that the qualities which he possessed should come under 
other categories. He may well have had that keenness of wit 
which would enable him to solve a knotty problem in the 
administration of justice, and this is always attractive to an 
eastern community. For many purposes it is necessary, above 
all things, that a king should not judge according to the sight of 
his eyes or the hearing of his ears, in a world where the only 
evidence on which the least reliance can be placed is circum" 
stantial — and that is often manufactured. This smartness in 
applying a test which will induce a criminal to convict himself 
has a high value to the oriental, and Solomon may have possessed 
it. He may have had an elementary interest in science, and 
have anticipated Aristotle and Theophrastus by his investiga- 
tions into natural history. He may have had a flair for epigram 
and a pretty turn for lyric poetry. These are the forms of wisdom 
and the accomplishments which are ascribed to him, the 
qualities which attracted the Queen of Sheba, and are still more 
highly elaborated in eastern, especially Moslem, tradition. But 
none of these things could compensate for his absolute lack of 
true wisdom, his inability to see the meaning of facts, his failure 
to appreciate the eternal laws which govern the relations of man 
with man, and the principles on which alone a happy and 
successful kingdom can be established. In these respects he was 
far inferior to his father, stood even below the level of the 
average Israelite, and immeasurably beneath the high standards 
attained by the great prophets of the eighth and seventh centuries. 
The new king, then, appears to us as a person very different 
from his father. He was no warrior, and had never known real 
hardship. He had some gift for organization, but seems to 
have been lacking in those magnetic qualities of personality 
which endeared David to his people. He was utterly vain and 
selfish, ostentatious and extravagant. He had little or no 
regard for the feelings of his people, and his reign was one 
of tyrannous oppression. He did nothing to reconcile the two 
sections of the people, northern and southern, to the union 
which his father Jbad brought about, and his character and 
policy prepared the way for the disruption which took place at Ms 
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death. It is at his door that we must place the chief responsibility 
for the weakness of Israel in the generations which followed; 
a wise and beneficent rule might have consolidated the new- 
born state, and enabled it to hold its own when pressure from 
the east was once more brought to bear on the country. As it 
was, he wasted the resources of the land, both in material goods 
and in man-power, and gave opportunity for the growth of 
jealousy and hostility which frittered away what strength the 
country had left in petty local struggles. If he did not actually 
destroy the national edifice erected by David, he did at least 
undermine its foundations. 

The circumstances of Solomon’s accession are described for 
us in detail,^ and prove that his elevation to the throne was a 
triumph for the principle of autocracy. He was one of the 
younger sons, and his claim to the crown can hardly have been 
widely recognized. There was no rule of primogeniture, as it 
seems, and yet it was natural that David should be immediately 
followed by one of his older sons. This seems to have been the 
view taken by Adonijah, and he adopted the state of an heir- 
apparent. Round him gathered a popular party headed by 
Joab, the commander of the national levies of Israel, and 
Abiathar, the priest who had followed David from his early 
years. The mention of these two men, and the omission of 
Benaiah, the captain of the foreign body-guard and of Zadok, 
the new-comer into the priesthood, indicate clearly the general 
tendency of Adonijah’s movement. He expected, and sought to 
be, such a king as his father once had been, raised to the throne 
by the enthusiasm of the people as a whole, and resolved to rule 
with all respect for their prejudices and principles. David, as it 
seemed, acquiesced in his elder son’s actions, and matters came 
to a head when Adonijah made a great public festival to which 
all his associates and supporters, including the royal family, 
were invited. The omission of Solomon is significant, and 
suggests that already there was strong feeling between the 
brothers. Doubtless, had Adonijah succeeded his father, Solo- 
mon would have been in a difficult, perhaps in a dangerous, 
position. But, through the influence of Nathan and Bathsheba, 
the king was induced to order the formal coronation of Solomon 
as a colleague of his own. Apparently the plans of Adonij ah had 
not taken an armed movement into account^^ and the presence 

* I Kgs. i. 5-53. 

R,2 
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of the Cherethites and PeletHtes in Solomon's train made 
resistance impossible. The festal company hastily dispersed, and 
accepted the new king without striking a blow. 

Our records suggest that Solomon took no further steps to 
strengthen his position while the old king lived. But as soon as 
David was dead, the young man began to remove all those who 
might be rivals or were likely to try to organize a party against 
him. Tradition has ascribed to David a last will and testament,^ 
in which he gave Solomon instructions as to how three persons 
were to be treated. These were Joab, Barzillai, and Shimei. 
Barzillai had helped David during his flight before Absalom, 
and his sons were to be rewarded, the other two were to be put 
to death. Joab had been among the most faithful followers of 
David from his earliest days, and his very enthusiasm had at 
times embarrassed the king. More than once, feeling that he 
knew better than David where his master’s safety lay, he had 
put to death persons whom the king would have spared. In one 
instance, that of Abner, he had a specious justification in the 
existence of a blood-feud, but that excuse can hardly be made for 
his treatment of Amasa and Absalom. The reason assigned for 
the condemnation of Joab is that the blood of Amasa remained 
unsatisfied while he lived, and that the whole realm was in 
danger of some such disaster as had been brought upon it by 
Saul’s treatment of the Gibeonites.^ Joab was ‘girded and shod 
with blood’, 3 and no atonement could be made for that blood 
save by the blood of him that shed it. Shimei had cursed the king. 
His imprecation had not yet been fulfilled, and it remained, 
therefore, alive and malignant, to be a danger to Solomon. The 
young king could assure his own safety only by guiding the 
curse on to the head of the man that had uttered it. So David 
left it to his son to destroy these two men as he tliought best. 

We cannot but ask ourselves whether our records are accurate 
in ascribing these injunctions to David. Solomon himself had 
abundant reason to desire the deaths of Sliimei and of Joab, 
The former represented the house of Saul. Joab had been the 
great strength of the party of Adonijah, which might be revived, 
and his influence, as commander-in-chief of the popular levies 
of Israel made him dangerous. No eastern monarch could have 
felt safe while such men lived, apart from any peril induced by 
the words of the gne and the acts of the other. David, on the 

^ I Kgs. ii. 1-9. * Cp. 2 Sam. xxi. i. » i Kgs. ii, 5. 
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other hand, had nothing to fear from either. Joab, in particular, 
had always been loyal to him, and his adhesion to the party of 
Adonijah was in no sense treason against his king. Shimei had 
lived for years without proving himself a further danger, and the 
restriction which Solomon placed on him shows that it was not 
his curse that was to be feared, but his influence among the 
disaffected in Israel.^ We inevitably suspect that the record in 
its present form is an attempt to remove a slur that might have 
lain on Solomon, by throwing back the responsibility on to 
David,^ But maintenance of personal animosity against his 
private enemies was not characteristic of David, as his treatment 
of Saul showed, while we know nothing of Solomon which 
prevents us from ascribing it to him. 

Our record^ tells us that after the death of David, Adonijah 
tried, through Bathsheba, to secure for himself Abishag, the 
latest acquisition to David’s harem. Naturally interpreting this 
as a claim to the crown, Solomon had Adonijah put to death, 
and Joab fled in fear to the sanctuary, where he in turn was cut 
down at the very altar of Yahweh. Abiathar was banished to 
Anathoth. Solomon had thus dealt with the most prominent of 
his rivals and opponents, though, strangely enough, we hear 
nothing of the fate of David’s other sons. But, as the narrative 
stands, it raises questions in our minds. Itis almost inconceivable 
that Adonijah should have been so foolish as to make of Solomon 
the request ascribed to him. He must have known that only one 
construction could be put on his action, and that, unless he had 
a party behind him, and was prepared to fight for his life, the 
result would be fatal to him. And why should Joab’s execution 
have followed immediately after that of Adonijah? Why was it 
that the death of the prince excited the terror of the old soldier? 
Joab’s fate was decreed on grounds which were entirely inde- 
pendent of Adonijah, and no reason is advanced for the delay in 
putting him to death. 

We may, perhaps, conjecture that the order of events as given 
to us in the narrative has been somewhat dislocated. Is it not 
more probable that Adonij ah’s request for Abishag was preferred 
before, rather than after, the death of David, and that it was 
laid before the old king himself? It would be natural for Solo- 
mon to remove his rival immediately after his father’s death. 

* I Kgs. ii. 36. * So Benzinger, Die Bucher der Konige^* 8; Stadc, GVI, L 295. 

, ® r Kgs. ,11.13-25. 
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The whole story becomes simple and intelligible if we can 
assume that Adonijah asked David— possibly through Bathsheba^ 
though this is a suspicious detail — ^if he might receive Abishag as 
a legacy. Immediately on David’s death Adonijah was put out 
of the way, and Joab, hearing the news, fled to the sanctuary, 
only to fall there. 

It is nearly impossible to write anything like a history of the 
reign of Solomon. There are few events to be recorded, and the 
order in which those few occurred seems quite uncertain. We 
have a series of pictures, handed down by tradition or inscribed 
in the annals of the court and of the temple; but the compilers of 
the books of Kings seem to have used much freedom in arranging 
them, and have not aimed at chronological sequence. This, 
however, need not prevent us from trying to form a judgement 
as to his policy abroad and at home. 

In his relations with other peoples, Solomon maintained Ms 
father’s policy. The subject-peoples continued faithful to him 
for a part of his reign; but in his later years, if not in the early 
days, it seems that he lost his hold over Damascus and Edom. 
Not long after his accession, however, he secured a new ally in 
Egypt, probably by recognizing in some way the suzerainty of 
the reigning Pharaoh. This seems to be implied by Solomon’s 
acceptance of an Egyptian princess, for it was often an admission 
of a subordinate position, albeit that of a favourite, to receive a 
wife from another monarch. Unfortunately we have no means 
of knowing which of the Pharaohs it was who thus entered into 
an alliance with Solomon. He was clearly a sovereign of some 
power, since he was able to claim, and partially to enforce, 
authority over Palestine. Gezer is said to have Revolted’ against 
him, and, after destroying the city^ he handed the site over to 
Solomon. The natural inference is that he was one of the later 
kings of the twenty-first dynasty, but unfortunately no Egyptian 
record of the event has yet been discovered, and until such a 
reference is available it is impossible accurately to identify Mm. 
Sheshonk, the founder of the twenty-second dynasty, reversed 
the policy of his predecessors, and did all in his power to weaken 
Solomon. It is, therefore, to Ms reign that we must ascribe the 

* I Kgs. ix. 1 6. The ruins of Gezer have been excavated, and confirm the state- 
ment of the book of Kitigs, Solomon did not actually rebuild the city, but erected 
his fortress on a neighbouring site. See especially Macalister, Excavations at Gezer* 


THE UNITED MONARCHY: SOLOMON 247 

help given to the ^adversaries^ ^ of Solomon, Hadad of Edom, 
Rezon of Damascus, and Jeroboam. It was the first two of 
these who were responsible for the reduction of Solomon^s 
territory by the establishment of independent kingdoms in 
Edom and in Damascus.^ In the end he gained nothing by his 
Egyptian alliance. 

Solomon’s defensive measures for his kingdom are important, 
and in this matter he certainly followed the policy of his father. 
Four fortresses are mentioned as having received his special 
attention. The first is Jerusalem, and here he continued and 
strengthened the work begun by David. His new city embraced 
a great deal more than the original Jebusite town, for it seems to 
have spread across theTyropoeon,tothe western hill, and to have 
extended northwards to include the Temple. Only small 
portions of his walls have yet been excavated, but they are 
sufficient to illustrate his work here. In particular, he added to 
the tower at the north-east corner of the Ophel, known as MillOjS 
and his masonry can still be distinguished from that of his 
predecessors. David, as we have seen, did little more to defend 
Jerusalem than to run a wall across to cover the breaches in the 
two Jebusite walls, and Solomon must have felt that the city, 
especially with its extensions, needed a more stable protection. 

The other three places mentioned are all in a sense border 
towns. Hazor is in the far north, and would serve to protect the 
country from^ any invader who tried to enter over the rising 
ground which separates the valley of the Litany from that of the 
Jordan. Megiddo is, of course, one of the key positions, and a 
fortress there would serve to protect the plain of Esdraelon from 
invasion by Philistines, and to supply a base from which the 
great caravan route could be controlled. Gezer is, again, a 
border fortress, and stands in a position from which it can defend 
the entry into the hills either by the Valley of Aijalon or by the 
Valley of Sorek. Three other cities are mentioned in i Kgs. ix. 
17 £, Lower Beth-horon, Baalath, and Tamar. Unfortunately 
the sites of the last two are not known, though Tamar has been 

^ I Kgs. xi. 14-40, and see below, pp. 258-60. 

* Stade, C?FJ. L 301, places these events at the beginning of SoIomon*s reign, 
and attributes the revolts to the deaths of David and Joab, the latter having been 
the real subjugator of Edom (i Kgs. xi. isf.). But this is to reject unnecessarily the 
whole connexion of the revolts with Egypt, for it is hardly likely that a Pharaoh 
would thus diminish the territory of his sondn-law. 

® Gp. J. G. Duncan, ‘Miilo and the City of David’, xKi (1924), pp. 222-44. 
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confused with Tadmor, i.e. Palmyra, but we may take it for 
granted that they were a part of the king’s scheme for surround- 
ing the whole country with defensive fortresses. 

It is not improbable that Solomon made considerable addi- 
tions to the standing army. Particularly, he raised and main- 
tained a force of chariotry. This, it seems, had been inaugurated 
by David after the defeat of the Syrians, for it is said that he 
kept a hundred of the captured chariots with their horses. ^ We 
may suspect that Solomon had a force of chariots at each of his 
main fortresses; recent excavations at Megiddo have revealed 
buildings which were apparently chariot-stables, giving accom- 
modation for over two hundred vehicles with their horses.* 
This establishment became traditional, and it is significant that 
at the battle of Karkar, 853 b.c., the largest chariot force con- 
tributed to the allied army which fought against Shalmaneser 
was that of Ahab — 2,000 chariots. 

It is as a builder that Solomon himself would probably have 
desired to be known. Not only did he undertake the works of 
fortification to which allusion has just been made, but he set 
himself to make of Jerusalem a city worthy of royalty. The Ophel 
was too small for his projects, and he extended the city north- 
wards so as to include the ancient Jebusite high place by the 
threshing-floor of Araunah .3 Here he erected the Temple which 
has made his name so famous. The account of it is given in 
I Kgs. vi, a passage which is certainly based on contemporary 
records, probably preserved in the Temple itself .4 The site of 
the old high-place was an irregular rectangle, which was possibly 
modified artificially by Solomon. Towards its northern end, 
rather to the west of the middle line, stood the great outcrop of 
rock which at one time served as an altar, and it would seem 
that tlie Temple itself was erected to the west of this, where 

^ 2 Sam. viii. 4. 

* See Guy, Bulletin of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, No. 9. 

^ For a description of the way in which the site was prepared, cp. Wilson and 
Warren, The Recovery of Jerusalem, and Desnoyers, HFH, iii. 72 fF. 

The text of this chapter is often difficult to understand, partly because of the 
number of technical terms employed, unintelligible even to the ancient translators, 
and partly owing to the corruption of the text, which is one of the worst preserved 
sections of the Old Testament. The ideal Temple of Ezekiel, however, which is largely 
a programme of restoration, sometimes throws light on obscure passages. Cp. the 
leading commentators, especially Benzinger, Die Bucher der Konige, pp. 25 f.; 
Skinner, / and s Kings, pp. 103 f.; also T. W. Davies in thcDB., art. ‘Temple’, cols. 
694-710. 
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there is just room for such a building. Its interior length was 
roughly about 100 feet,^ its breadth about one-third of its lengthy 
and its height about 50 feet. It was divided into two portions, of 
which the western, or inner chamber, was a square, and the 
eastern, or outer chamber, twice as long as it was broad. In 
front, i.e. to the east, was a ^porch% or entrance chamber, half 
the width of the main building, and one-third of its length. The 
thickness of the wall is not stated in Kings ^ but in EzekicFs ideal 
Temple, which in this feature probably reproduced Solomon's 
building, it was six cubits on the groimd floor.^ At the height of 
five cubits, however, it was recessed by half a cubit, a style of 
building which appears in the old Jebusite walls of Jerusalem 
excavated on the Ophel, and five cubits higher the same device 
was used, giving the form of a series of very high and narrow 
steps. These ledges were used in the construction of a series of 
chambers, whose floor beams rested on the ledges, thus avoiding 
penetration of the wall. The outer wall containing these cham- 
bers was^ five cubits thick at the base, and was similarly recessed, 
giving three tiers of chambers, each one cubit broader than that 
immediately below it, the breadths being five, six, and seven 
cubits in the successive tiers. Probably the chambers communi- 
cated with one another, each tier thus formed a continuous 
passage round three sides of the building, north, west, and south. 
The lowest tier of chambers was reached by a door on the south 
side of the building, and access was gained to the upper cham- 
bers by some kind of staircase.^ In front of the porch on either 
side stood twin pillars named Jachin and Boaz, with swelling 
capitals, adorned with carved reticulations. These probably 
had some mystic significance which we can no longer recover 
with any certainty.^ The porch of the Temple on the east side 

* There is some uncertainty as to the exact dimensions, as two ‘cubits’ were in 
use in Israel, one the ordinary cubit, about the average length of the forearm, the 
other a handsbreadth longer. Cp. Ezek. xl. 5, xliii. 13. 

^ Ezek. xii. 5. 

3 Again according to Ezekiel, xli. 9. 

^ The Hebrew word used in i Kgs, vi. 8 does not occur elsewhere, but was under- 
stood by the ancient translators to mean a winding staircase. Stade, however (^A W, 
1883 (hi), pp. 136 ff., in the course of an article entided ‘Der Text des Berichtes uber 
Salomos Bauten’) , points ou t (a) that there is no trace of a winding stair in the archi- 
tecture of the ancient east, (^) that in Rabbinic Hebrew the word means ‘a 
trap-door’. He admits that a trap-door alone would not suit the present passage, 
and therefore supposes that ladders were implied in the term. 

* Robertson Smith (Religion qf the Semites "p. 487 f.) beheved that one of them 
was the altar of burnt-oficring, and that sacrifices were actually consumed in its 
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was approached by a flight of ten steps. These are not men- 
tioned in Kings, but Ezekiel (xl. 49, LXX) alludes to them, and we 
may accept his evidence as applying not only to his ideal future 
Temple, but to that which he remembered from the days of his 
youth. Air, and a certain amount of light, were supplied by a 
kind of loophole, guarded by lattice work. Each of the side 
chambers had one such aperture, and above them were similar 
openings in the waU of the outer room. The inner room or 
Debir'^- seems to have been in complete darkness,^ unless, as in 
the Shiloh Temple, a lamp was kept burning continuously before 
the Ark. 3 The Debit itself formed a cube, being only twenty 
cubits in height, and it is not clear whether a false roof ran above 
it at a height of twenty cubits from the floor, thus leaving an 
empty space of ten cubits in height above it, or whether the roof 
above the Debit was ten cubits lower than that of the front part 
of the budding.'* Even the lower roof would still leave five cubits 
above the outer chambers at the side. 

The style of architecture thus presented to us is, as Skinner 

brazen capital. Gp. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament^ p. 136. Gheyne held that 
they were representations of the widely spread conception of the ‘mountain of the 
gods’, properly Mesopotamian, but transferred to Israel, EB. ii, cols. 2,3041. 
Others have suggested that they simply called attention to the truth or the prayer 
implied in their names; S, A. Cook has mentioned the possibility that the names 
represent Baal and Yahwch. Others have thought they may have been an elabora- 
tion of the Massebah; for these and other explanations see Benzinger, Die Bucher der 
Konige, pp. 46 jf., Skinner, x and 2 Kings, pp. 125 £ Perhaps further light may be 
obtained from the form and decoration of the capitals. Skinner remarks (op. cit, 
p. 123): ‘If the reader wiU think of two enormous pineapples, with the leaves re- 
moved, he will perhaps have some notion of the form and reticulated appearance 
of these strange objects.’ That suggests inevitably the curious pear-shaped object 
held in the right-hand of so many of the sculptured genii discovered in Mesopotamia. 
Barton (Sketch of Semitic Origins, p. 91) is undoubtedly right in interpreting these as 
the staminate palm flower, and the genii themselves as fertility spirits. In that case 
the original import of the two pillars will be emblems of fertility, possibly even 
phallic, though we need not suppose that cither Solomon or his Israelite con- 
temporaries were conscious of this meaning. Similar objects were to be found beside 
many eastern temples, and Solomon may well have borrowed the form as a symbol of 
deity from Phoenicia without laying stress on the primary significance. The average 
Hindu, revering the Linga, is seldom conscious of its implications; to him it is but 
a sacred object. 

^ The rendering ‘oracle’ found in the English Versions is quite incorrect, and 
seems to depend on a false etymology. 

* This is suggested by the opening words of Solomon’s dedicatory prayer, i Kgs. 
viii. 12. Though the prayer itself is comparatively late, its compiler may have 
known the Temple. 

^ Cp. I Sam. iii. 3. 

^ The latter seems to^the present writer the more probable alternative, cp. Kittcl, 

GF/. ii.3 
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remarks,^ ^massive rather than elegant’, and he adds that ^this, 
perhaps, reflects the character of the Phoenician architecture’, 
and appends a suggestion of Renan’s, that the architectural 
principle is that of the hewn rock. This is doubtless correct, but 
it leads us to seek further for the origin of this Phoenician style, 
and though the Mesopotamian sacred buildings were equally 
massive, yet the ziggurat is of a totally different form. We 
naturally carry back this type of building to the rock temples of 
Egypt, and in the last analysis it was probably an Egyptian 
ideal that lay before the builders of the Jerusalem Temple, 
though it came to them, not directly, but through Phoenicia. 

The inner decorations, according to our text, were all charac- 
terized by a profusion of gold plating. This, though not 
impossible historically, is questioned on critical grounds, and, 
for most of the building, may be neglected.^ Even without this 
extra adornment, the interior was sufficiently magnificent, for 
the whole was covered with wood, the walls with cedar, and the 
floor with cypress ;3 i Kgs. vi. 29 states that the walls were 
carved with figures of Cherubim, palms, and open flowers. The 
inner doors which led to the Debit were of carved olive wood, 
and the outer doorposts were of the same material, while the 
doors themselves were of cypress. They seem to have been of 
the type usual in the ancient world, consisting of two leaves, 
each leaf turning on pins in the middle, which fitted into sockets 
in the threshold and the lintel. 

The furniture of the Temple is elaborately described. Within 
the Debit stood the two Cherubim, with a space for the Ark 
between them. We have no details as to the exact form of 
these figures, save what we can derive from Ezek. i, though some 
of the features of Ezekiel’s Cherubim will not fit the record in 
/ Kings f e.g. the prophet’s statement that each had four wings^ 
does not suit the account in i Kgs. vi. 24-9, which seems to 
imply that each had two only. We may, perhaps, think of them 
rather as taking the form of the winged bulls and lions so 
characteristic of Mesopotamian sculpture, or, still more prob- 
ably, of that mixed Mesopotamian and Egyptian form of which 
we have evidence from Phoenicia.^ Their outstretched wings 

* I and 2 Kings ^ p. 105. 

® See Stade, 1883, pp, 140 fF.; Benzinger, £>ie Bucher der Konige^ p. 35; 

Skinner, i and 2 Kings^ p. 1 13; Stade, GVI.^ p. 329. 

3 I Kgs. vi. 15, 18. 

Ezek. i. 6. ® Op.VQ]zyDiebiblischenAlterturmr {i^%^),’T2Stlu 
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filled the whole space from wall to wall, and the inner wings 
formed a canopy over the Ark-^^ Immediately before the door of 
the Debit stood the table of shewbread,^ overlaid with cedar, and 
there seems to have been no other furniture within the building 
itself. Outside, in the main court, the chief objects seem to have 
been the great bronze sea, whose use is not clear; it may have 
had a cosmic significance.^ As in the case of Jachin and Boaz we 
may have here a foreign symbol whose use and meaning are not 
fully understood in Israel. There were also ten ‘layers’, large 
cauldrons placed on wheeled stands, which could be used to 
carry water from one part of the building to another. A mass of 
minor utensils is mentioned, and we may be sure that m all 
such matters the Temple was well equipped. 

There is one outstanding omission. Nowhere have we in 
I Kgs. vi any reference to an altar of burnt-offering in Solomon’s 
Temple. Yet a Temple without such an altar is inconceivable, 
and various attempts have been made to supply the deficiency 
by conjecture. An altar stood before the Tent of the Ark, and 
that may have suflficed for ordinary purposes, the natural rock 
altar being used for special occasions such as the dedication of 
the whole building. Yet i Kgs. ix. 25 speaks of an altar which 
Solomon built, apparently of stone. When Ahaz introduced an 
altar of foreign pattern, he removed an older bronze altar to 
make room for the new one,'^ and we have no account of the 
construction of this bronze altar either in the reign of Solomon or 
at any later period. Solomon’s is, however, the most likely time for 
its erection; had any later king been responsible for it, we should 
have had mention of it in the records, for it would be too im- 
portant an event to be overlooked altogether. On the whole, the 
suggestion just made seems to be the most probable solution of 
the difficulty. We have reason to suspect that the holocaust 
became much more common as time passed, and for the burning 
of the small portions of victims reserved for the altar in the 

* The exact significance of the Cherubim is as obscure as their form. They some- 
times appear as guardian spirits (c.g. in Gen. iii. 24) or as bearers of Yahweh 
(Ezek. i, Ps, xviii. 10 (Hcb. 1 1)). Possibly they have here a third character, that of 
attendant spirits. * Called an ‘altar’ in i Kgs. vi. 20, cp. the commentaries, ad loc. 

^ For a discussion of its purpose see Benzinger, Die Bucher der Kdnige, p. 48, and 
Skinner, i and s Kings ^ p. 127, together with the authorities quoted by the latter; 
also, with reference to Babylonian parallels, Lods, Israel ^ p* 481; Myth and Ritual 
(cd. Hooke, 1933), p. 178. 

* 2 Kgs. xvi, 14. Far a discussion of the various theories that have been pro- 
pounded see Qxscyy Sacrifice in the Old Testament) pp. 136 if. 
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^peace-offering',^ the 'horned altar’ which stood before the 'tent 
of Yahweh'^ sufficed. For the extraordinary occasions on which 
the holocaust was*^ offered the rock itself might have been 
employed. 

The Temple, though by far the most famous of all Solomon's 
buildings, was but one element in a comprehensive scheme of 
royal edifices which he erected on the hill to the north of the 
Ophel. Of these a description is given in i Kgs. vii. 1-12. It 
seems that the buildings are mentioned in order from south to 
north, since Ezek. xliii. 8 implies that the king’s own house, the 
last to be mentioned in the series, was the nearest to the Temple. 
The order, proceeding upwards and northwards was probably 
(i) the 'house of the forest of Lebanon’, (2) the hall of pillars, 
(3) the hall of justice, (4) the king’s own house, attached to 
which was (5) the house of Pharaoh’s daughter. The first is the 
only one to be described in detail, the construction of the rest 
was similar. The architecture seems to have been of the simplest; 
a single great hall, with rows of cedar pillars, and a ceiling of 
cedar wood, light being obtained from openings in the walls. 
Yet simple as these structures may have been, they must have 
appeared stately and impressive, and they were certainly very 
costly. 

The mention of Solomon’s buildings naturally leads us to 
think of his financial and other civil arrangements. The timber 
was procured from Lebanon, and it would seem from i Kgs. v. 10 
that Hiram, king of Tyre, had some claim to it, though parts 
of the Lebanon were included among the nominal territories of 
Israel. It is clear that Hiram had a large supply of competent 
workmen whom he lent to Solomon, and that he controlled the 
transport. Land carriage would have been too slow and too 
costly, even for such resources as those ascribed to Solomon, and 

^ References to the or burnt-offering, which can be assigned with certainty 

to the period before the middle of the ninth century, are rare. There is one in the 
story of Gideon (Judges vi. s6), one in the story of Samson (Judges xiii. 16, 23), one 
in the account of the restoration of the Ark by the Philistines (i Sam. vi. 14 £), one 
in the narrative of the events which led up to the battle of Michmash (i Sam. xiii. 
10, 12), one in the record of the bringing of the Ark to Jerusalem (2 Sam. vi. 17), 
and the description of the dedication of the Temple, in addition to the two references 
to human sacrifice in Gen. xxii and Judges xi. Though the references to the other 
type of sacrifice are not numerous, they suggest that it was familiar and regular, 
while the burnt-offering was exceptional. As time passed the relative positions 
changed, till, after the exile, it seems that the burnt-offerinf was the more common. 

* Gp. I Kgs. ii. 28. 
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the wood was therefore brought by sea. We do not know for 
certain what port Solomon could command on the Mediter- 
ranean, for the southern coast was in the hands of the Philistines, 
He may have been able to land his materials at Dor, just to the 
south of Mount Carmel, but even from there the road to Jerusa- 
lem was of some length. To these expenses we must add the 
gold and bronze — a hundred and twenty talents of the former 
(i Kgs. ix. 14), and an unspecified amount of the latter — to- 
gether with ornamental stones of various kinds. 

Both the original cost and the transport of the wood and other 
materials for building must, therefore, have been enormously 
expensive. In other ways, too, the royal exchequer must have 
been subjected to serious drains. In i Kgs. iv. 22 £ we have 
the daily ration required for the royal household. The figures 
appear to be derived from contemporary court accounts, and 
the total included over three hundred bushels of fine flour, 
twice that quantity of coarser meal (probably barley), ten stall- 
fed oxen and twenty from the pastures, in addition to unstated 
supplies of game. All this, or the greater part of it, must be 
regarded as unproductive expenditure. This total does not 
seem to include more than what was needed for the royal house- 
hold, and to it must be added the maintenance of the countless 
officials and workmen employed on the various luxury under- 
takings which are ascribed to Solomon. Some apology might be 
made for the establishment of the chariotry, since tliat could be 
regarded as a form of national defence. Solomon had fourteen 
hundred chariots — ^less, however, than those ascribed to Ahab 
by Shalmaneser III — and twelve hundred horsemen, distributed 
among the 'chariot cities’, of which Megiddo is the only one at 
present excavated. Probably Gezer was another chariot station, 
and perhaps also Hazor, and other places. Solomon does not 
seem to have bred horses, but procured his supplies from Egypt, ^ 
paying for each horse and chariot a sum equivalent in weight 
of silver to about ^94, but enormously more valuable in 
purchasing power. The maintenance of this force must have 

^ Cp’ Dt. xvii. 16, Isa. xxxi. i; but it is possible that they were obtained elsewhere 
too. In 1 Kgs. X. 28 it is said: ‘The export of horses which Solomon received from 
Mu§ri, even from Koa . . (reading Hlpm for the best 

solution of a difBcuit textual problem). IRoa (Kue) and Musri were in northern 
Syria, near Asia Minor, south of the Taurus mountains; in this district horses were 
bred, cp. Ezek. xxvii. 14^ where Togarmah, in northern Syria, is named as a place 
from which the Israelites obtained their horses. 
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been expensive, and was probably met in part by the exercise of’ 
certain rights on grass; in the eighth century we hear of the king’s 
mowings’, which seems to be the first of the crop,^ any that came 
up later being left to the farmer. Hay does not seem to have 
been used at all, and other kinds of fodder cannot have been 
cheap. 

To meet these demands on his purse Solomon had two main 
sources of revenue. The first was taxation. Under this head we 
must include, not merely actual money or goods taken from his 
subjects, but also the unpaid services which he demanded of 
them. This latter, especially, must have been burdensome, and, 
more than anything else, contributed to the unpopularity of the 
government. In i Kgs. ix. 20-22 it is stated that only Canaan- 
ites were impressed into these labour gangs, but there is a direct 
contradiction in v. 13 and xi. 28, and it seems clear that the 
distinction between Israelite and Canaanite had practically 
vanished. Moreover, we can hardly believe that the people who, 
at the accession of Rehoboam, demanded a lightening of burdens 
and revolted because they could not secure it, were all Canaan- 
ites rising against Israel, In i Kgs. v. 13 we hear of a levy of 
thirty thousand men for work on Lebanon alone, each man 
having one month’s work in the mountains and two months at 
home, attending to his own business. Four months in the year is 
a great deal for the peasant farmer to give up from his regular 
labours. These thirty thousand, it seems, were occupied solely in 
transport, for another eighty thousand are mentioned as hewers 
of wood in the mountains, and seventy thousand unskilled 
labourers — 'coolies’. These last may have been practically slaves, 
and the total of men employed for the twenty years during which 
Solomon’s building operations were in progress must have been 
between 150,000 and 200,000 men. We can understand the need 
for 3,300 overseers and gangsmen.^ 

For the recruitment of this labour a special official, Adoniram 
(Adoram?) was responsible. We have no definite information as 
to the system on which he worked, but it is clear that he must 
have had a large and efficient organization under him. We may 
suspect that the division of the country into twelve districts, ^ 
primarily intended for the supply of the royal household, 
furnished a useful basis for other forms of taxation also, and the 

^ Am. vii. I. 

^ These figures, however, are very possibly exaggerated. ® i Kgs. iv. 8-20. 
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same organization might well have served more than one pur- 
pose. The ofiBcers who had charge of these districts were clearly 
men of rank and importance; two of them were married to 
daughters of Solomon. Three of the administrative divisions were 
to the east of Jordan, and of the others only four in any way 
coincided with Israelite tribes. It is noticeable that Judah proper 
— Bethlehem, Hebron, Tekoa, &c. — ^was not included in the hst^ 
a fact which suggests preferential treatments 

Direct taxation in money seems to have been rare in Israel, 
for the country necessarily still lived on a rather primitive plane, 
and money was not common. There was, of course, no coined 
silver, and it had to be paid out by weight. We hear of a money- 
tax being raised in the middle of the eighth century,^ and in the 
cities the medium of exchange was silver, but we may doubt 
whether there was much that entered the country districts. 
Taxation, therefore, was usually in kind, and took the form of a 
fixed proportion of the products of the farm or of the ranch. 
Even as late as the ninth century, the tribute rendered by Moab 
to Israel was paid in wool and lambs, and such archaeological 
evidence as we have bearing on the subject indicates that the 
Israelite paid his taxes in corn, wine, and oil. This would suffice 
for the upkeep of the royal household and body-guard, for all, 
indeed, that a normal sovereign, ruling over a self-contained and 
self-supporting country, would ordinarily require. 

Solomon’s ambitions, however, were far from being satisfied 
with so natural and so simple a position. He required a large 
number of imports not only for his buildings, but also for the 
maintenance of the magnificent display for which he became 
proverbial. It was therefore necessary for him to find sources 
of wealth in addition to those supplied by the land and the people 
of his kingdom. He is distinguished as the first great commercial 
king of Israel — ^perhaps the first great Israelite merchant. We 
gather from i Kgs. x. 1 5 that some of Solomon’s money was 
derived from tolls, which he exacted from merchants passing 
through his territories, and since the occupation of Damascus 
and the possession of territory both to the east and to the west of 
Jordan gave him command of practically all the trade routes, we 
can understand that this would be a valuable source of income. 

1 Kgs. X. 29 suggests that he dealt profitably in Egyptian horses 
with Anatolia and Syria, But, further, he emulated the Tyrian 
* See Additional Note D, pp. 2641. ® 2 Kgs. xv. 20. 
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king in undertaking voyagesi himself, and made a port of Ezion- 
geber, on the Gulf of Akabah. This was rendered possible by the 
occupation of Edom by Israel, and it proved one of the most 
important sources of Solomon’s income. Voyages were made to 
Ophir, whose site has never been determined with certainty, 2 but 
is generally placed in the Persian Gulf. If we may trust alike the 
text and the historicity (both are questioned) of i Kgs. x. 22, 
Ophir was valuable, not merely as a place whence gold could be 
procured, but as a mart where articles from tlie farther east could 
be purchased. That verse mentions ivory, apes, and peacocks, 
and the only country which produces all three is India. More- 
over, the Hebrew word for peacock seems to be derived from the 
Dravidian name of the bird. Gold and ivory were employed in 
the construction of Solomon’s great throne. 

Even so, the immense quantities of gold which are said thus to 
have found their way into the country did not satisfy Solomon’s 
passion for display, and he was forced to draw on his capital. In 
return for 120 talents of gold he ceded to Pliram a district in 
the north which is given as Galilee. Hiram was displeased with 
the villages handed over to him, and gave to the district the 
contemptuous name Kabul, which still survives as that of a 
village not far from Acre. If this be the district mentioned in 
I Kgs. ix. 11-13, the ‘Galilee’ is not the region which bore that 
name in later times, but a section of coast-land, stretching from 
Phoenician territory down to Carmel. 

A still more sinister suggestion comes to us from Deut. xvii. 16, 
where the king of Israel is forbidden to send men back to Egypt 
in order to procure horses. This seems to imply that, since 
ancient Palestine produced hardly any exportable commodities, 
the kings of Judah and Israel had been in the habit of paying in 
men for the horses and chariots which they got from Egypt. 
The direct evidence that we have of this practice comes from 
much later times, but there is reason to believe that Israelite 
mercenaries were sent to Egypt under the monarchy, and Solo- 
mon may have been the originator of the practice. There is, 
unfortunately, nothing known of him which would make such 
conduct inconsistent with the rest of his character and behaviour. 

* Much has been written on the location of the Tatshish referred to in i Kgs. 

X. 22 ^^d elsewhere; perhaps the fullest discussion is to be found in Desnoyers, 
HPH. where a site on the Black Sea is suggested. But the term ‘Ship of 

Tarshish’ refers, of course, to the class of vessel; not to its destination. 

» For various theories see Price in DS., pp. 626-8; Cheyne, EB., cols. 3,513-15. 
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The list of Solomon’s officials^ shows an increase on the 
establishment of his father. We have two new offices^ that indi- 
cated by the obscure title 'the king’s friend’, and the superinten- 
dent of the district officers, while the numbers of the officials are 
slightly larger. Thus, we have two scribes instead of one, and 
there appear to be four priests instead of two. But we still have 
no trace of the elaborate ecclesiastical order which later genera- 
tions attributed to Solomon. 

Solomon’s religious policy is represented as falling away from 
the high standard set by David. The number of wives, especially 
of foreign wives, whom he took into his harem made it impera- 
tive that some kind of arrangement should be made for the 
introduction of their cults that they might offer the worship with 
which they were familiar. But it was not merely the presence of 
foreign women which made this necessary from the ancient point 
of view. A treaty between two nations nearly always had a 
religious side, and it involved the mutual adoption of the gods 
of the two contracting parties. Thus, Wen-amon’s treaty with 
Byblos^ implied the installation of the Egyptian god Amon in 
the city, and this was especially true when one of the two parties 
was much the stronger. Even apart from his marriages, Solo- 
mon’s commercial relations would have involved the introduc- 
tion of foreign cults, and so have earned the condemnation of 
the later compilers, who did their work under the influence of the 
great reform of the late seventh century. There is no need for us 
to assume that Solomon was conscious of any apostasy in estab- 
lishing 'chapels’ for his wives and traders, especially since these 
were located outside Jerusalem, on the Mount of Olives; he 
would probably have felt himself to be still the whole-hearted 
and faithful servant of Yahweh. It was not till men learnt how 
far the character of Yahweh stood above that of all other gods 
that they realized how utterly incompatible was His worship 
with that of any other deity. 

Apart from all question of apostasy, the reign of Solomon, 
which had begun with such hopes, and continued in such splen- 
dour, closed in gloom. He was unable to hold all the territory 
that had been left to him by David, 3 and lost first Damascus and 

^ I Kgs. iv. 2-6. * See Gressmann, ATAT.j pp. 72 f. 

^ It is often held that the defection of Syria and Edom must have taken place 
early in the reign of Solomon, This may possibly be true of Syria, but it is im- 
probable of Edom. The text of i Kgs. xi. 14-22 is admittedly in disorder, and 
almost certainly includes two interwoven narratives. But both assure to Hadad 
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then Edom. The Syrian revolt^ reminds us in some ways of the 
story of David. Rezon escaped from the defeat inflicted by David 
on Hadadezer, betook himself to the wilderness, gathered a troop 
of outlaws about him, and took possession of Damascus. As far 
as our records have to tell us, Solomon did not even make any 
attempt to prevent the capture of Damascus; the narrative has 
no word of any military expeditions whatever undertaken in his 
reign. The loss of these two dependencies must have meant a 
serious diminution of Solomon’s income, not only in direct 
tribute, but also in levies on passing merchandise. 

While the revolt of Damascus meant the establishment of a 
power which was in later days to be the sharpest thorn in the 
side of Israel, the defection of Edom had a different significance. 
Joab’s extermination of the Edomite people^ was not so com- 
plete but that some fugitives escaped to Egypt, among them a 
small child named Hadad^ who was brought up in the house- 
hold of Tahpenes, queen of Pharaoh — ^perhaps in the first 
instance bought as a slave, a kind of Edomite Joseph. After the 
deaths of David and Joab he obtained permission to return to 
Edom. Except for the reference to Joab and David there is no 
indication of the date of Hadad’s return to his own land, but the 
fact that Solomon was able to occupy Ezion-geber makes it 
almost certain that the complete revolt is to be placed later 
rather than earlier in his reign. It is clear, however, that Edom 

the favour and the help of Egypt, and though the Pharaoh does not encourage him 
to return, it is difficult to imagine him lending support of any kind to a man who 
could be regarded only as a rebel against his own son-in-law. The Pharaoh who 
aided and abetted Hadad must surely belong, not to the twenty-first, but to the 
twenty-second dynasty, which reversed the old policy towards Israel, and showed 
decided hostility to tiie house of David. Further, it is difficult to see how Solomon 
could have established a port at Ezion-geber, and have transported enormous 
quantities of gold and other valuable commodities thence to Jerusalem, if the 
country had been in the hands of a hostile ruler. 

^ I Kgs. xi. 23-5. ® I Kgs. xi. 16. 

3 I Kgs. xi. 14-22. It is generally agreed that two accounts of the adventures of 
Hadad have been interwoven, cp. Winckler, AUtestamentliche Untersuchungen, i fi*., 
followed by most later scholars. According to one account Hadad was a small child 
who was adopted by Tahpenes, and when he grew up he was allowed to return to his 
own land, under protest from the Egyptian court. According to the other account 
he escaped from Joab’s massacre as an adult, made his way through Midian and 
Paran to Egypt, won tiic favour of Pharaoh, and received the sister of Tahpenes as 
his wife. She bore him a son named Genubath, who was brought up at the court of 
Pharaoh. Chronological reasons give a decided preference to the former account, 
and Winckler himself (though others have not followed him so readily here) 
believed that the second account had originally no reference to Edom, but dealt 
with a Midianite prince. 
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secured its independence before the death of Solomon, and that 
the dominions of David were thus reduced in the south. The 
narrative suggests that this was a part of tlie policy of the Egyp- 
tian royal house, and if so, it must indicate a change of dynasty. 
Exact dates are difficult to ascertain, but the end of the twenty- 
first dynasty and the beginning of the twenty-second may be 
placed somewhere about 945 b.g.,^ which must fall within the 
reign of Solomon. The Pharaoh who had favoured Solomon 
was probably one of those princes of the Delta who maintained 
themselves in practical independence through the later reigns of 
the twenty-first dynasty, or was perhaps Siamon, glad enough to 
have some support for his weak throne outside Egypt. Sheshonk, 
the founder of the twenty-second dynasty, was a stronger char- 
acter, and may well have seen a danger, not a source of aid, 
in a powerful kingdom on his northern frontier. This conjecture 
is borne out by the events which followed on the death of Solo- 
mon; but it is not very probable that his interest in Palestinian 
politics originated with his own assumption of the Egyptian 
crown. 

The external outlook during the last years of Solomon’s reign 
was thus sufficiently serious. But the results of his domestic 
policy were even more disastrous. David seems to have built up 
a united kingdom, stable enough for the time, and to have left 
behind him a well-filled treasury and a people who were, on the 
whole, content with his rule. Solomon’s wasteful extravagance 
had not only dissipated David’s accumulated stores, but had 
left the realm practically bankrupt. It may be true that he 
enriched Jerusalem with precious metals, magnificent buildings, 
and costly works of art, but these things were utterly unpro- 
ductive, and, in the end, the only purposes they served were to 
excite the cupidity of contemporaries and to be used in buying 
off the enemies of Judah. The truth was that the economic basis 
on which the royal house of Israel had to rely for its resources 
was too small. Even the revenue obtained at the height of 
Solomon’s prosperity was barely sufficient for the satisfaction 
of his vanity and ostentation. With the loss of control over the 
trade routes, which the independence of Damascus involved, and 
the cessation of the sea-borne traffic, which the liberation of 
Edom inevitably imposed, the royal income must have fallen far 
below therequirements of Solomon’s luxurious tastes and habits. 

* So Breasted, Hi?., pp. 527, 600. 
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We have already had occasion to notice and comment on the 
demands made by his building operations on the man-power 
of the country, and this, taken with tlie regular supply of 
provisions for Hiram’s workmen and the unproductive crowds 
that thronged the court, must have bled the country white. The 
agricultural districts of Palestine were never very extensive, and 
though, under modern methods of culture, she has valuable 
exports, especially in various fruits, yet she has seldom been able 
to produce more foodstuffs than are necessary for the upkeep of 
her own working population, and in ancient times such natural 
accidents as famine and drought brought her to the verge of 
starvation. The life of the Israelite farmer in the reign of Solo- 
mon must have been far from pleasant, in fact hardly tolerable. 

Men may be induced to suffer hardships, even under an 
autocratic government, if they realize the necessity and see that 
their rulers share their diiSiculties. But no nation can continue 
indefinitely enduring what Israel had to endure, simply in order 
that one man or one group may live in extravagant luxury. The 
moral effect of Solomon’s policy was yet more serious than its 
economic results. A weak people, a submissive slave race, accus- 
tomed to long generations of despotic rule, may dully acquiesce 
in oppression for centuries, though in the end an explosion is 
certain, and will be the more terrible the longer it is delayed. 
But in Israel there was still that strong and vigorous democratic 
feeling which refused to admit any essential superiority inherent 
in the royal house, and held the doctrine, strange enough in the 
ancient east, that the sovereign had duties as well as rights, 
responsibilities as well as privileges. The men who had fought 
for David, who had made possible the establishment of the 
monarchy, who had behind them the immemorial tradition of 
the free nomad — ^such men were not likely to yield without 
protest to Solomon’s regime. Nowhere else have the value and 
importance of human personality and its rights received more 
stress than in Israel, and the methods employed by Solomon 
were such as to reduce men to the level of machines. In pros- 
perity the sturdy peasants might have been content to accept a 
benevolent despotism, but the combination of repression and of 
hardship made an outbreak almost inevitable. 


Additional Note D 

SOLOMON’S ADMINISTRATIVE DIVISIONS 

F or a discussion of the list in i Kgs. iv. 7-20 see especially Albright, 
‘The Administrative Divisions of Israel and Judah’, in the Journal 
of the Palestine Oriental Society^ vol. v (1925), pp. 17-54. The map on 
p. 264 is based on that given by J.W. Jack, iS^zmarw inAhaPs Time^p, 91 
(1929), and is practically identical with that of Albright, a few slight 
changes having been made in modification of some of Albright’s 
opinions. Strangely enough, both Albright and Jack assume that 
the twelfth district included Judah, in spite of the direct statement in 
I Kgs. iv, 19 that it lay to the east of Jordan. The actual list of 
districts in Kings is as follows: 

I . Hill country of Ephraim. 

2. Makaz, Shaalbim, Beth-shemesh, Elon-beth-hanan; 

3. Arubboth, Socoh, Hepher. 

4. Naphath Dor. 

5, Taanach, Megiddo, Beth-shean, Abelmeholah, beyond 
Jokneam. 

6. Ramoth-gilead, including Hawoth-Jair, Argob (Bashan). 

7. Mahanaim. 

8. Naphtali. 

9. Asher and Bealoth. 

10. Issachar. 

II, Benjamin. 

12. Gilead and the Sihon country. 

To the last clause of verse 1 9 the first word of verse 20 should probably 
be attached, and the whole read J — ‘and one 

officer who was in the land of Judah’. Other suggestions have been 
made, notably that of Klostermann {ap, Benzinger, Die Bucher der 
KSnige, p. 22), who would read H?? 

— ‘and one officer who was over the overseers who were in the land’. 

The division is no longer exactly that of the tribes, but most of the 
districts are easy to identify. They seem to be given in no sort of 
order, for after No. i, which is the country lying between Benjamin 
and Manasseh, we have in No. 2 a district to the west of Judah, 
towards the Shephelah. No. 3 is a district in western Manasseh, in 
which Shechem and the site of the later Samaria were probably 
included. No. 4 is the coastal plain between Carmel and Philistia, 
No. 5 the plain of Esdraelon with an extension down the western 
side of the Jordan valley. Nos. 6 and 7 are to the east of Jordan, 
No. 8 is in the extreme north, including probably Dan and Hazor, 
No. 9 includes the coast district between Carmel and Phoenicia, 
much of which seems to have been sold by Solomon to Hiram. Jack 
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{Samaria in AhaFs Time^ p, 96) believes that is a corruption of 
and Alt (Israel's Gaue mter Salomo in Alttestamentliche Studien — 
Rudolf Kittel Festschrift^ p. 13) suggests that possibly ni/Pl is a 
place in Zebulun, a district not mentioned elsewhere in the list. 
No. 10 is what was afterwards known as Galilee. No. ii is self- 
explanatoryj and No. 12 is the southerly of the three districts to the 
east of Jordan (the mention of Og, king of Bashan, in verse 19 may be 
regarded as a later gloss; some Israelite writers could not think of 
Sihon apart from Og). The only name that has been connected 
with Judah proper is Bealoth, which Albright places in the south and 
makes a separate district. But it is rather a curious way of identifying 
Judah, and the name may well have been used of more than one 
place. Moreover, the list in i Kings places Bealoth in the same district 
as Asher. We have to admit that, in ail probability, Judah was never 
included in the list, for there is no mention of places like Bethlehem, 
Hebron, Tekoa, or even Beer-sheba. Preferential treatment given to 
Judah in this matter would certainly arouse the jealousy of the rest 
of the land, and may well have been one of the contributory causes 
of the disruption. Strangely enough, S. A. Cook (CAH. iii. 359) 
and Lods (Israel^ pp. 430 f.) are almost alone among modern 
students in adopting this view. The doubtful clause at the end of 
verse 19 may well be read as in the first emended form mentioned 
(so, apparently, the LXX), and regarded as an addition by an 
editor or scribe who failed to understand why Judah should be 
omitted, and therefore inserted it as a thirteenth district, though he 
had no name of an overseer in his sources and the number thirteen 
is very awkward to fit into a twelve-month year. 



B. THE DIVIDED KINGDOM 


INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

T he period that we have before ns in this section of the history 
of Israel is that in which the results of the great secession 
worked themselves out. We are shown a seething mass of little 
kingdoms, all jealous one of another, and each seeking to prey 
upon its neighbours. No great principle manifests itself, and no 
national tendencies are to be observed. It is in some ways, until 
we draw near to its close, the least inspiring time in the whole 
history of the land. The age of heroic conquest is over, that of 
heroic defence has not yet come. All that lies before us is the slow 
attrition of the strength of these little peoples in struggles which, 
in the light of larger history, wear almost the aspect of civil war. 
Except for the Philistines, all the tribes and princedoms involved 
recognized a certain kinship one with another, though only two 
had the uniting bond of a common worship. Damascus, Israel, 
Judah, Ammon, Moab, and Edom all belonged to much the 
same racial group, and the traditions preserved in Israel (which 
may have extended also to the other peoples, or to some of them) 
asserted a common ancestry for all. 

We are, however, primarily concerned with the two political 
groups which recognized Yahweh as their God. In a certain 
sense these two do stand apart from the rest and acknowledge a 
closer tie of blood one with the other. Intercourse between the 
subjects of the two realms seems to have been at all times free 
and unrestrained, and though their citizens necessarily acknow- 
ledged a different political allegiance, they felt themselves to be 
essentially one. Prophets whose home lay in the one section might, 
and did, speak clearly of the other, and though the references to 
which we can point belong, as a matter of fact, to the next period, 
we have no reason to doubt that they reflect the conditions of an 
earlier age, as well as of their o'wn. We naturally think of ‘the 
divided Hngdom’ rather than of ‘the two kingdoms’. 

The outstanding fact of the whole period is the absence of 
interference from the outside. The invasion of Sheshonk was, as 
far as we know, the last attempt made by an Egyptian king to 
assert his authority over Palestine before the end of the seventh 
century b.g.^ The truth is that Egypt had once more fallen 

* 2 Chron. xiv. 9-13 speaks of an invasion made by a certain Zerah, king of the 
Cnshites, whom ChampoUion identified with Osorkon I (924-895 b.c., Breasted). 
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on evil days, and tlie history of the twenty-second dynasty 
after Sheshonk I depicts for us dynasty rent asunder by 
family feuds and constantly threatened by revolt of this or that 
powerful mercenary commander who feels himself aggrieved 
or able by force of arms to improve his position^ and 
in the confusion it is difficult to be sure even of the order in 
which the kings followed one another. There is no possibility of 
foreign conquest in the midst of domestic anarchy such as this. 

Assyria in turn had not yet embarked on her career of con- 
quest in the west. In so far as her kings contemplated foreign 
acquisitions, they were compelled to fight on their nearer 
frontiers, for they had dangerous neighbours both to the north 
and to the south. The Armenian mountains sheltered a number 
of sturdy tribes, who had to be reduced to submission before the 
country could be safe from that quarter, and there was a ten- 
dency for inroads to be made from the hills as well as from the 
desert into the fertile plains. To the south lay Babylon, always 
the most difficult and dangerous spot in the Assyrian empire. 
She had to be kept in submission, and throughout their history 
the Assyrian kings do not seem to have discovered an effective 
method of securing Babylonian loyalty. Not till the year 876 b.c. 
do we hear of a great advance towards the Mediterranean under 
Ashur-nasir-pal, and even then his line of march carried him far 
to the north of Palestine. The invasion of Shalmaneser III in 
853 B.c. was the first occasion on which Assyria came definitely 
into contact with Israel, and we may take that date as closing 
the first stage of the history of the Hebrew monarchies. 

After the disruption, the period falls into two main sections. 
In the first, including the dynasties of Jeroboam I and Baasha in 
northern Israel, there is constant war between the two parts of 
the people. In the second there is not merely peace, but a close 
alliance — ^with the north as the dominant partner. One striking 
difference between the two kingdoms appears: while the south 
is constantly faithful to the house of David, the north shows no 
such continuity. There are no less than three families in succes- 
sion on the throne within eighty years, and the house of Omri is 
the first to number more than two kings. Though to outward 

But the identification is philologically doubtfiil, and we do not even know that the 
‘Cushites’ were Egyptians. Moreover, events which are described in Chronicles and 
omitted in Kings are always a little doubtful, and most moderns are slow to accept 
them without some further reason or evidence—in this instance entirely lacking. 

* Breasted, HE., pp. 532 f. 
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appearance the north is a united realm, there are clearly rival 
factions and mutually jealous districts. Even within the kingdom 
there is no real unity. 

Except for the inscriptions of Sheshonk and of Mesha, which fall 
at the beginning and at the end of this period respectively, our only 
sources of information are those which we find in the Bible itself. Of 
these the main, if not the only reliable, document is j Kings, The 
records are very scanty, more so here than in any other part of 
the monarchy, being confined for the most part to the names of 
the kings and a few personal details. The compiler tries to keep the 
records of the two kingdoms abreast of one another, and uses an 
ingenious system of synchronisms, which, however, does not always 
give satisfactory chronological results. After describing the reign of 
Jeroboam, he goes back to the beginning of that of Rehoboam, and 
then continues the story of Judah until he reaches a king who sur- 
vived Jeroboam. Then he turns back to the north, and continues 
the history of that kingdom till he has reached the end of the last- 
mentioned Judahite reign. He is thus able to keep the two narra- 
tives to some extent level with one another. 

The compiler is plainly drawing on original sources. He makes 
references to the royal annals in a way which shows that these were 
still extant in his day, and he supposes that his readers may possibly 
have access to them. This implies a date before the exile, and parts 
of the work in its simplest form were completed before the fall of 
Samaria. But if so it has been very thoroughly revised in the interests 
of a Deuteronomic theology, and it is to a writer or to a school of 
writers belonging to this party that the book owes its present form. 
Like the book of Judges y similarly revised and edited, it has a series of 
formulas which serve as a framework. For the kings of Judah this 
runs: ‘And in the xih. year of A, king of Israel, B became king over 
Judah. He reigned for j; years, and his mother’s name was G.’ Then 
follows a judgement on the moral and religious quality of the reign — 
‘B did (or did not do) that which was right in the sight of Yahweh’ — 
the actual phrase varies a good deal. Any details of the reign worth 
recording are then inserted, and at the close we have: ‘And the rest 
of the acts of B and all that he did, are they not written in the book 
of the annals of the kings of Judah? And B slept with his fathers, and 
was buried in the city of David. And his son D reigned in his stead.’ 
A similar form is used for the kings of Israel, with some modifica- 
tions (e.g. the name of the king’s mother is not recorded). In no 
instance is it stated that an Israelite king did that which was right in 
the sight of Yahweh. The standard of judgement is primarily the 
observance of the law of the central sanctuary. A king of J udah who 
did not patronize the local shrines is commended, while, of course. 
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no king of Israel insisted on Jerusalem as the only place of sacrifice, 
and therefore all were condemned. 

We have occasional references to the work and influence of the 
prophets, especially at the end of the period, when Elijah comes into 
prominence; but, for the most part, there is little that the historian 
has to record. A few further details are sometimes given in 2 Chronicles^ 
but that work is seldom a safe guide to history, though it may in 
places rely on an ancient tradition which has escaped the compilers 
of the book of Kings, 

Mention has already been made of the inscription of Mesha. This 
is carved on a slab of black basalt, found at Dibon in 1868. The 
story of the deeds of Mesha belongs to the reign of Ahab, at the end 
of the period immediately before us, and it confirms and in part 
corrects the impression produced by the Biblical narrative. It is 
written in the old Thoenician’ character, and the language is a 
dialect of Hebrew, so close to that of the Bible (though there are 
differences) as to be easily intelligible to any reader of Biblical 
Hebrew.^ 

^ The inscription is best known to English readers through the discussion con- 
tained in Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel,^ pp . Ixxxiv-xciv (1913), 
but there are also two very handy little editions for the use of students, one by 
Gompston, published by the S-P.G.K,, the other by W. H. Bennett, The Moabite 
Stone (1911). 


Chapter XII 
THE DISRUPTION 

SUMMARY 

[David had taken advantage of the temporary weakness both of 
Assyria and of Egypt to establish a single kingdom in southern Syria. 
Solomon’s policy went far to neutralize the advantages thus gained, 
and after his death the discontent provoked by his oppression broke 
into open revolt. Rehoboam, required to accept a covenant on 
terms which would limit the royal prerogative, refused, and the 
malcontents found a leader in Jeroboam, whom they made king of 
northern Israel, 

Rehoboam tried to recover his lost territory, and, it seems, met 
with some success, but Sheshonk of Egypt invaded the country, 
subdued Rehoboam, and carried away much of the treasure left by 
Solomon in the Temple and the palace. 

Jeroboam is best known for the fact that he established two 
sanctuaries in northern Israel, one at Dan and one at Bethel, where 
Yahweh was worshipped under the form of a bull. He thus set up 
serious rivals to the Temple at Jerusalem, and so completed the 
severance of the two kingdoms. 

The disruption rendered for ever impossible a great Hebrew 
empire. A united realm, such as David achieved, might in the long 
run have become a first-class world power. As it was, the strength of 
Palestine was wasted in petty local conflicts, and in the end she 
failed, not only to achieve wide dominion, but even to maintain her 
own independence.] 

For our knowledge of the events which immediately followed the 
death of Solomon, including at least the reign of Rehoboam, we are 
indebted almost entirely to the record in i Kgs. xii-xiv. There is, 
however, an important inscription of Sheshonk on the wall of the 
temple at Karnak which we cannot neglect, as it serves to throw 
light on the attitude of Egypt, and may suggest details which are not 
found in the book of Kings, 

The relevant chapters in i Kings are composite, being clearly 
derived from different sources. The compiler had at his disposal the 
royal annals of both kingdoms, and probably took extracts from each. 
The account of the disruption itself, in xii. 1-24, seems to have been 
taken from the north, though this is disputed. Wellhausen and 
Stade^ assign it to ‘the south, mainly on the ground of similarities in 
style to 2 Sam. ix-xx. Kittel and Benzinger, however, feel that no 
southerner could possibly have admitted the right of the people to 

GF/.,pp. 344 f 
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choose their own king when once the dynasty of David had been 
seated on the throne. Neither reason seems to be finally decisive, 
and, fortunately, from the historian’s view-point, the question is of 
little moment. 

There are, of course, other elements involved. The account of 
Jeroboam’s establishment of the sanctuaries at Bethel and Dan clearly 
owes its present form to Deuteronomic influence. We have also 
excerpts from a collection, or possibly from a whole literature, which 
dealt with the lives and acts of the prophets, while the story of the 
unnamed prophet who foretold the overthrow of the altar at Bethel 
(i Kgs. xii. 33~xiii. 32) is probably a piece of Midrash appended 
to the prophetic histories. 

The text of this section is sometimes uncertain, and the LXX often 
represents a totally different recension. This is particularly obvious 
in the story of Jeroboam himself, where two texts seem to have been 
interwoven, since the LXX gives the whole story over again in a new 
form after xii. 24. It is unnecessary to enter here into a detailed dis- 
cussion of the originality of the two texts or of the preference to be 
assigned to the one or to the other, since the question has been 
thoroughly worked out in the more recent commentaries. See 
Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Kings , pp. 163 ff.; 
Benzinger, Die Bucher der Konige^ pp, 86 f., 97 £; while the clearest 
statement for English readers is to be found in Skinner, / and 2 Kings, 
pp. 443 ff. Whatever be the literary-critical view of the LXX text 
here, it certainly seems to present us at times with a sound historical 
tradition, and where it is employed as a valid source in the following 
pages, the fact will be indicated. 

I T is clear that even during the reign of Solomon there had 
been signs of dissatisfaction, especially in northern Israel. 
The Joseph tribes, in particular, had never forgotten their 
ancient supremacy. Ephraim had been the traditional leader of 
the people, and the first king had arisen from Benjamin. In 
two of the narratives in Judges'^ we have Ephraim depicted as 
proud of its hegemony, and very jealous of any other who 
dared to take a leading part in fighting the enemies of Israel. In 
2 Sam. XX. 1-22 we hear of an attempt made, even in the reign 
of David, to induce northern Israel to secede, led by one Sheba, 
a Benjamite. The personal popularity of David and his military 
fame naturally made such an attempt hopeless from the first, 
but Solomon was not the successful warrior his father had been, 
and the irritation produced by his government was more 
exasperating. 

^ In the Gideon story, Judges viii. 1-3, and in the Jephthah story, Judges xii. 1-6. 
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Tlie discontent focused itself round a certain Jeroboam, the 
son of Nebat. There are conflicting accounts of his early years, 
but the most probable reconstruction of events seems to be as 
follo^vs. He was an Ephraimite,^ who found service with the 
king in the construction of the fortifications of Jerusalem. His 
abilities won the royal favour, and he was promoted to the over- 
seership of the labour recruiting in Joseph’, i.e. in Mount 
Ephraim. Here he was in his own country and among his own 
people, and while his duties must have been highly unpopular, 
we must assume that he carried them out in a manner which did 
not irritate the people against him personally. He used his 
position to place himself at the head of the malcontents, and 
fortified a city called Sareida^ or Sareira — according to i Kgs. 
xi. 26 his birthplace. He raised a force of three hundred chariots 
and, perhaps openly, rebelled against Solomon. 3 The rebellion 
was a failure — ^if it ever actually took place — and Jeroboam was 
compelled to flee for safety to Egypt. 

In telling the story of Jeroboam, the text of / Kings introduces^ 
a narrative which may be unhistorical, but is certainly true in 
other ways. It tells of a prophet, Ahijah the Shilonite, who 
met Jeroboam as he was leaving Jerusalem one day, and, with 
symbolic action, foretold his future accession to the throne. We 
are thus early introduced to an instance of prophetic inter- 
ference in domestic politics, and this is by no means an isolated 
example. The prophets, even the earlier N^biHrrij stood for a 
pure Yahwism, and, drawn as they normally were from the 
proletariat and the unofficial classes, 5 they strongly maintained 
the popular view of society, law and politics. We have no other 
instance of a class of men in any state in the ancient east who 
thus represented the common people and were at the same time 

^ The MT. makes him the son of a widow, the narrative peculiar to the LXX 
calls him the son of a harlot. 

^ Identified by Albright {Bulletin of the American School of Oriental Research^ No. 1 1 
(Oct. 1923), pp> 5 f., with the modern Ain Sercdah, on the Wadi Deir, among the 
hills on the western slope of the central range. 

3 This seems to be the meaning of the account given in the extra verses of the 
LXX, though the text is somewhat obscure. Gp. Skinner, i and 2 Kings, p. 443. 
As Skinner remarks, it is much more probable that there was some overt act of 
rebellion which would account for Solomon’s hostility, rather than suspicion based 
on an interview between Jeroboam and a prophet, which was a secret to all except 
the two of them. At the same time, KitteFs suggestion that the conspiracy was 
discovered before there was any open outbreak {GVL ii.^ 248) is not impossible, 
though it lacks tlie support of any direct statement from either form of the text. 

I Kgs. xi. 29--39, cp. Benzinger, Die Bucher der Kotiige, pp . 82 f. ^ Gp. i Sam. x. 1 2. 
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immune from royal punishment owing to their sanctity. We 
cannot doubt that, as later illustrations help to show, they 
maintained the strongly democratic spirit which the Aramaean 
invaders had brought into the land, thus keeping alive a point of 
view which was one of Israel’s great contributions to human 
progress. An oppressed Israelite community was always liable 
to find a mouthpiece among the prophets, and more than once 
their protest against tyranny and injustice proved effective. 

Jeroboam’s flight to Egypt must have taken place not long 
after the seizure of the throne by Sheshonk, at a point when the 
policy of the court towards Solomon was undergoing a change. 
It is clear that he was kindly treated, though we may regard the 
tradition that he married a daughter of Sheshonk^ as an imita- 
tion of the story of Hadad. All forms of tradition agree that he 
returned to his home on the death of Solomon, though it is not 
clear how far he was responsible for the actual revolt. He was, 
at all events, available when a leader was needed, and his 
previous history must have marked him out as a suitable candi- 
date for the throne.^ 

The story of the events at Shechem is very familiar and, allow- 
ing for a modicum of later redaction, reliable. The people were 
determined to exercise the right of election on definite conditions. 
It seems that this had been omitted on the accession of Solomon, 
perhaps because he was associated in the kingship before his 
father’s death. The consequences had been disastrous, and men 
did not intend to let the matter go by default a second time. So 
Rehoboam was required to grant a charter, in which he would 
undertake to reform the worst abuses of his father’s reign, and to 
revert to the old standard of David. This, on the advice of the 
younger of his counsellors, he refused to do, being apparently 
determined to stand on his royal rights from the first. His 
refusal was the signal for revolt; the people as a whole repudiated 
the house of David; the chief officer in charge of labour recruit- 
ment was stoned to death, and Rehoboam saved himself only by 

* So in the additional passage in the LXX. 

^ The MT. of i Kgs. xii. 2, 3, 12 speaks of Jeroboam as being present at the 
gathering which had met for the coronation of Rehoboam. But the LXX omits verse 2 
altogether and does not include his name in verses 3 and 12. He is mentioned, it is 
true, in the LXX of verse 1 5, but only as the man to whom Ahijah's oracle had 
been given, not as among those present at Shechem. And verse 20, which is identi- 
cal in both texts, except that the LXX adds Benjamin after Judah, assumes that he 
was not at Shechem. 
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hurried flight. Then, and not till then, was Jeroboam fetched 
and made king over all Israel, giving, we may assume, the 
required pledges. It is worth noting that the genuine Israelite 
conception of monarchy prevailed in the northern kingdom at 
least down to the middle of the next century. 

Rehoboam still held a throne. He made his way to Jerusalem, 
and retained his authority over the country to the south. Prob- 
ably the possession of Jerusalem and the presence of the royal 
body-guard were enough to prevent any serious revolt, even if 
the people had wished to get rid of the king. Jerusalem offered a 
barrier difficult to pass over, and effectually secured Rehoboam 
against a combination of north and south. But the northern 
frontier of his kingdom lay not far from the city, and, in spite of 
many changes in the actual border-line, Bethel, only some 
twelve miles from Jerusalem, was reckoned in the northern king- 
dom as long as that kingdom existed. 

Rehoboam was not prepared to lose his kingdom without a 
struggle, and prepared for war. To him the defection of the 
northern tribes must have appeared as a revolt like that of Sheba, 
and he seems to have believed that it could easily be quelled by 
force. A prophetic insertion in i Kgs. xii. 21-4 tells us that he 
received an oracle through a certain Shemaiah, forbidding him 
to proceed further, and that he therefore abandoned the cam- 
paign. But I Kgs. xiv. 30 states that there was war between 
Rehoboam and Jeroboam continually, and it is generally held 
that the other presentation is not historical.^ We may conjecture 
that Rehoboam, having at his disposal a trained force and 
experienced leaders, was not wholly unsuccessful at first. We 
have no evidence of the fact in Kings ^ and, indeed, no details of 
the struggle are anywhere supplied for us in the Biblical narra- 
tive, but some light may be thrown on the course of the war from 
Egyptian sources. In i Kgs. xiv. 25 we read that in the fifth 
year of Rehoboam, Shishak king of Egypt came up against 
Jerusalem. This is clearly Sheshonk, and we have a mutilated 
account of his campaign from his own annalists recorded on the 
wall of his great temple at Karnak.^- Here the god Amon and 

^ Cp. Benzingcr, Die Bucher der Konige, p. 89; Skinner, i and 2 Kings y p. 189; 
Stade, GF 7 . i. 350; Kittcl, GF/. ii .3 317. 

® Sec Breasted, HE.y pp. 529!., ARE. iv. 348 fF., §§ 709-“22. Professor Breasted 
makes the curious mistake of supposing that i Kings xiv. 26 definitely records the 
capture of Jerusalem. It is not expressly stated even in 2 Chron. xii. 2~"I2, though 
the language of the Chronicler may be held to suggest it. 
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tlie presiding goddess of Thebes lead named captives, one 
hundred and sixty-five in all. Unfortunately, not more than 
seventy-five names are now legible, and of these all that can 
be recognized belong to Palestine. They include chiefly cities 
belonging to northern Israel; the limit seems to be the plain 
of Esdraelon, where Tanaach, Megiddo, Beth-shean, Shunem, 
and other places, are mentioned. Socoh and Arad are the only 
well-known towns in Judah whose names have been read, and 
even the former may be the northern town of that name. 

What does this invasion of the north imply? Jeroboam was 
Shcshonk’s protege — according to one account his son-in-law. 
It seems highly improbable that the Egyptian king should have 
attacked a person whom he so favoured, and whom he had, ap- 
parently, allowed to take his place in Israel in order to check the 
power of the house of David. Nor can the cities mentioned be 
simply those which were tributary to Egypt. If that were so, they 
would not have been represented as captives taken in war, and 
the list would surely have included Israelite places farther north. 
The natural assumption, since no Palestinian kings’ names are 
mentioned, is that places are now in the hands of Rehoboam,^ 
whose attacks on his rival have thus far been successful. This 
makes the whole expedition intelligible; Jeroboam, confined to 
the far north and in desperate straits, is rescued by his patron 
and overlord, Sheshonk, who recovers his cities, and at the same 
time inflicts a severe punishment on Rehoboam. Jerusalem is 
not captured; probably, like Sennacherib more than two 
centuries later,^ Sheshonk found it too strong to be taken by 
assault, especially if he secured all that he wanted by the volun- 
tary surrender of Rehoboam. No doubt both Sheshonk and 
Sennacherib would have pressed the siege of the city if they had 
failed to secure the submission of the Judahite king otherwise, 
but it must always have been a slow enterprise, costly both in 
money and in men. As it was, Rehoboam, like Hezekiah after 
him, saw no chance of ultimate success, with his whole country 
in the hands of the enemy, his cities captured, and his lands 
ravaged, and made composition with the victor. Sheshonk 
exacted an enormous tribute of which the details have not 
survived on the Karnak inscriptions, but which is described in 

^ It has been objected to this view (cp. Lods, IsTml^ p. 435) that Rehoboam’s 
success is not mentioned in Kings. But our records are so unequal in fullness that 
this is not a serious difficulty, ^ Gp, pp, 395 ff. 
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I Kgs. xiv. 26. The terms are quite general, only the golden 
shields used in the ceremonial are expressly mentioned, and it is 
clear from the later history that some of the rich ornamentation 
of Solomon was left behind. But the greater part of the old 
king’s treasure was carried off and dedicated to an Egyptian god. 

Seldom in history have despotic oppression, careless luxury, 
and selfish vanity met more swiftly with the nemesis due to them. 
David, as it were, collected and laid in place the materials for a 
noble kingdom which might have been expanded into an empire. 
But it inevitably lacked that cement of habituation which time 
alone could supply, and for its endurance it needed a succession 
of rulers who would maintain his spirit and carry on his tradi- 
tion. But the two kings who immediately followed him were 
cast in another mould, with the result that first the outlying 
portions fell, and then, at the touch of a real test, the whole 
fabric crumbled away. Perhaps we should not blame Rehoboam 
overmuch. Pie was not the frivolous youth that we so often 
picture to ourselves,^ and if tradition is right in attributing his 
action at Shechem to his younger counsellors,^ they did at least 
represent the feeling and outlook of Solomon’s regime. Golden 
shields, a gold and ivory throne the like of which existed no- 
where else on earth, cedar pillars, costly marbles, apes and 
peacocks — ^these were but the iridescent colours on the surface 
of a bubble. The bubble was pricked, and the house of David 
was left with territories scanty and unfertile in themselves, 
suffering from the ravages of despotism and of war, with 
an empty treasury, and with no hope of realizing those pro- 
mises of empire which had once seemed so bright. The 
prosperity and durability of a nation or of a society are not 
to be measured by external magnificence, they depend on 
the maintenance of spiritual principles. A recognition of the 
rights and demands of personality is indispensable, and neglect 
of sound social relations is ever fatal. So the Aramaean an- 
cestors of Israel had believed, and so her later prophets taught, 
while the lesson is reiterated on every page of the history of 
Israel. She had been offered her first illustration of this truth, 
and while she never grasped its meaning as long as she main- 

^ He was fort>’'-one years old when he came to the throne (i Kgs. xiv. 21), — a 
well-matured age in the East. 

^ We may, perhaps, suspect this to be an attempt to whitewash the Solomon 
period; David’s advisers would doubtless have given saner counsel, but hardly men 
trained in Solomon’s court. 
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tallied her national independence, yet, paradoxically enough, 
in later ages it has proved to be not the least important element 
in the message she had to give mankind. 

Jeroboam, either before or after the Egyptian invasion — 
probably after it — set about the organization of his kingdom. 
His most important political act was to rebuild Shechem.^ 
When it was destroyed we do not know. It is possible that it 
never recovered from the exploits of Abimelech,^ but, on the 
other hand, it is mentioned as the place where the tribes met to 
make their bargain with Rehoboam.3 Perhaps the mention of 
the locality is due to a late and unreliable tradition, or it may be 
that it had been restored under David or Solomon, and that it 
was once more laid in ruins by Sheshonk. There is no reference 
to the place in the Karnak inscription — at least in those parts of 
it which have been read — though it may be among the names 
which are ‘mutilated and unrecognizable’.^ Possibly, again, the 
statement that Jeroboam built it simply refers to additional 
fortifications. Some support for this view may perhaps be found 
in the further statement that Jeroboam built Penuel,^ thus 
making himself a strong fortress on either side of the Jordan. 
Shechem, however, was his capital.^ 

But this was not enough. Jeroboam saw clearly that a merely 
political severance of the two districts was inadequate to main- 
tain the independence of the north;5 as always in the ancient 
east, there must also be a religious basis for the the new regime. 
It is quite clear that he had no intention whatever of abandoning 
the national God, Yahv/eh; that would have been inconceivable. 
But men must not be compelled to go up to Jerusalem to worship 
Him;^ while the prestige conferred by the Temple and the Ark 
gave that sanctuary a leading position among the holy places of 
Israel, it was by no means the only spot where the name of 
Yahweh was revered. Nor was the Ark the only symbol of His 
presence which Israel believed herself to possess, for there were 
shrines of many sorts scattered up and down the country, and 
wherever the old Canaanites had carried on a cult of their local 

* I Kgs. xii. 25. , 

^ Judges ix. 45, where it is said that Abimelech broke it down and sowed it with 
salt. 3 j xii. I. 4 Breasted, ARE. iv. 350. 

5 I Kgs. xii. 26-33, 33 

^ Stade fails to appreciate this point, and attributes Jeroboam’s action merely to 
a desire to appear as a ‘patron’ of Yahweh {GVI. i. 352). Kittel {GVJ HA 364 ff.) 
takes a much sounder view. 
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BaalSj there Yahweh had taken His seat and might be met. Two 
places in particular attracted Jeroboam. One was Dan, in the 
far north, and the other was Bethel. Both were centres of bull- 
worship, and both had traditions which were valuable for the 
king’s purpose. Bethel claimed to be a site of theophany dating 
from the days of Jacob, and, as we have seen,^ there were 
probably traditions which carried back the bull-cult to Moses. 
Dan similarly had a bull-cult, and though its sanctity was not 
referred to the patriarchal age, its legends told of a close con- 
nexion with the family of Moses.^ This would serve the 
northern tribes, while any who wished to go to Jerusalem would 
have to pass not far from Bethel on their way.^ 

The severance of the two kingdoms was thus complete. The 
north now had an establishment, both political and religious, 
which gave it total independence of the south. The house of David 
did, indeed, retain its authority over a part of the land, and was so 
secure that it not only kept the crown in the one family, but also 
survived the end of the northern kingdom by a century and a 
half. This may be attributed to several causes. In the first place, 

* pp. io8f. ® Judges xviii, 30. 

^ A later age thought of Jeroboam’s action as a piece of deliberate apostasy, and 
ascribed to him the actual foundation of both cults. This, however, is inconceiyablc, 
for an entirely new establishment could never have won the assent or adherence of 
Israel. It is not impossible, indeed, that he added the figure of the bull to the exist- 
ing divine emblems at Dan, but he must have had the strongest authority for the 
assumption of this form of Yahweh. The presence of bull- worship in pre-Israelite 
Canaan makes it quite unnecessary for us to suppose that this was a form of the 
Apis cult, imposed by Sheshonk on his vassal. It is clear that Rehoboam was as 
much a subject of Sheshonk as was Jeroboam, and we have no suggestion anywhere 
of the establishment of such a form of worship in Jerusalem. Just as David had 
adopted the Ark as the Yahweh symbol about which the king’s cultus at Jerusalem 
was to centre, combining an ancient object with an ancient shrine (the artificial 
markings on the Jerusalem rock altar are pre-Israelite), so Jeroboam combined the 
bull-symbol with the Bethel sanctuary. It had never attained to the highest rank 
in Israel, being eclipsed by Shiloh in pre-monarchic days, probably by Ramah in 
the time of Saul, and by Gibeon in the days of David and Solomon, but there must 
have been that about it which made it a plausible centre of worship for all Israel. 

The theory that Jeroboam’s action implied grave apostasy illustrates the jealousy 
of the Jerusalem priesthood, further exemplified in the contemptuous description of 
Jeroboam’s priesthood (i Kgs. xii. 31, 32, xiii. 33). We have also a strange story 
of a prophetic protest against the altar, told in i Kgs. xiii. 1-32. This must be 
regarded as pure Midrash which cannot be dated earlier than the end of the seventh 
century (cp. Stadc, GVL, pp. 350 ff.; Benzinger, Die Bucher der Konige, pp. pof.; 
Skinner, i and 2 Kings ^ pp. 193 f.). On the other hand, the story of the death of 
Abijah (i Kgs. xiv. 1-18), though much expanded by Deuteronomic redaction, 
contains very ancient elements wliich may be authentic, though of no importance 
for the history of Israel. 
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Jerusalem remained faithful to Rehoboam, perhaps because it 
could not help it. And with a fortress of this strength to guard 
the northern frontier, the southern clans were once more cut off 
from the north even more effectually than they had been before 
the time of David. To the north of Jerusalem the frontier was ill- 
defined, and Baasha’s attempt to build Ramah^ shows how near 
a successful northern king could come to Jerusalem. But the 
country to the south lay open to the city, and it required a very 
strong force, with control of the Philistine plain, to take the city 
in the rear. In the second place, Rehoboam still had, presumably, 
his body of mercenaries, a strong, trained, fighting force. They 
were unable, it is true, to face an Egyptian army; probably their 
numbers were too small. Normally they would serve as the 
nucleus of any army employed against an enemy from outside 
Palestine, but without the help of the general levies of the coun- 
try they were too weak to hold their own against a large, well- 
organized, and well-equipped invader. But they were quite 
sufficient to overawe and control so small a body of troops as 
that which a Judahite revolt could put into the field, even if 
Judah had been so minded. However, it is far from clear that 
there was any movement towards revolt in the south. After all, 
the house of David was of Judahite origin, and had a special 
claim on the allegiance of David’s own tribe. Further, as has 
been hinted already, even under Solomon it seems that Judah 
may have received some preferential treatment. The list of 
Solomon’s overseers for the household supply^ does not include 
any place known to have been in Judah proper. The second 
districts impinges on Judah, it is true, but the places mentioned 
there (e.g. Beth-shemesh) lay on the lower hills to the west, over- 
looking the Shephelah. There is no reference to Bethlehem, 
Tekoa, Beer-sheba, or, most striking of aU, to the Hebron district. 
While this apparent exemption from one of the most burden- 
some of Solomon’s exactions would tend to mark the distinction 
between north and south, it would also have the effect of reduc- 
ing the irritation felt by Judah at Solomon’s methods of govern- 
ment, and deprive the south of one of the worst of the grievances 
which led to the great secession. 

We may allow ourselves to pause for a moment to consider the 
practical bearing which the disruption of the Hebrew kingdom 
had on history. Had the policy of David been maintained for a 
* I Kgs. XV. 17. ® I Kgs. iv. 8-20; cp. pp. 263 fF. ^ Verge g. 
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few generations, Israel would have had time to be united and 
consolidated into a real nationality. With the outlying and 
neighbouring subject lands, which would in no long space of 
time have lost their individuality, she would have formed a 
solid block between Asia and Africa, controlling all commerce 
between the two continents, and in no small measure dictating 
the international policy of both. As long as the kingdom 
remained united, even in the days of Solomon’s decadence, 
Egypt found it good policy not to attack her with open force; 
and when, a century later, a hastily formed alliance of the 
western states (the more important of whom had been included 
in David’s dominions) faced the might of Shalmaneser III, it was 
able to check his advance, though at frightful cost, and even he 
might have found the subjugation of the Syrian and Palestinian 
countries impossible but for the breaking-up of the alliance. No 
people of the ancient world made better warriors than the 
Israelites, with their higher skill and training directing the 
natural courage and elan of the old Aramaean blood, as yet 
unspoiled by the social calamities of the ninth and eighth 
centuries. A nation of peasant farmers with the fighting quali- 
ties of Bedawin, they might well have proved formidable to the 
strongest of existing world-powers. 

The kingdoms came into existence at a time when there was 
no great rival in the world to contest their power. Had it not 
been so, they could never have been formed at all, and there was 
full time for complete consolidation before Assyria recovered 
the position of a first-rank empire. With Palestine as a basis, the 
dominions of Israel might well have spread north and east, 
embracing the whole of Syria and keeping Assyria within narrow 
limits to the east. Eight centuries earlier Egypt had been over* 
run by Semitic tribes, and the empire of the Hyksos might have 
been revived by Israel. There is nothing impossible or fantastic 
in the supposition that, in favourable circumstances, an Israelite 
kingdom might have arisen which should have stood in history 
among the world’s great empires and have made an epoch in 
the political story of manldnd. 

Solomon (and, to a lesser degree, his successor) made this 
achievement for ever impossible. Grasping at the shadow of 
splendour, he lost the reality of power, and, with the need for 
generations of the welding process still before him, behaved as 
though the world lay already firmly knit into a unity beneath his 
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throne. The nascent kingdom broke at once into its component 
parts; the dream — ^if it ever was so much as a dream to the early 
Hebrew kings — fled with the dawn, and Israel awoke to find 
herself but little better than the old Canaanite princelets whose 
authority she had superseded. From now onwards her history 
is a record of petty struggles between minute states, with endless 
waste of effort, of men, and of material, which might have 
served a grander cause. Edom, Moab, Judah, Israel, Damascus 
— to say nothing of the Philistine cities — rent each other’s vitals 
and drained each other’s blood, till the time came when a real 
enemy appeared, and all alike fell before the Assyrian and Baby- 
lonian kings, never again to achieve independence, much less 
empire. 

Yet, when we see the facts in the light of the larger history of 
the race, when we measure the import of events, not by centuries 
but by millennia, we cannot regret the failure of Israel to estab- 
lish a great political kingdom of the east. To her was reserved a 
far nobler task than ever fell to military conqueror or to imperial 
statesman. She had to teach, and in the end she did teach, 
lessons which none other ever taught, and to bring home to 
mankind truths that have outlasted all the evanescent empires 
of her day. The little peoples about her, once as great as she, 
are lost and forgotten by the majority of mankind. The great 
world-powers of the distant past are of interest only to the 
specialist in archaeology and ancient history, save where they 
impinge upon and help to determine the life of Israel. She and 
her thought have endured because they dealt, not with material 
things, but with the deeper interests of the soul. From her has 
come forth a Law, and from that which was best in her has 
emanated a Spirit, which the world could ill have spared. In 
and through her very political failure she achieved a yet more 
notable triumph, and her ethic and her faith, albeit in modified 
form, to-day dominate the thinking of the world’s leading 
nations. This she owes — and we owe — to her political insignifi- 
cance. Flad she succeeded in attaining the goal to which the 
life and work of David seemed to point her, she might have been 
another Assyria; as it was she became — ^what she did become. 


Chapter XIII 

HOSTILITY BETWEEN ISRAEL AND JUDAH 

SUMMARY 

[Hostility between the kingdoms continued for two generations, 
Abijam, son and successor of Rehoboam, appealed for help to 
Damascus, which now entered for the first time into conflict with 
Israel. But an attempt was made to extend Israelite territory at the 
expense of the Philistines, while Asa of Judah, saved from the attack 
of Baasha of Israel by Syrian intervention, repelled a serious raid 
from the desert. Asa’s long reign is also noted for an attempt at 
religious reform. 

The siege of Gibbethon, abandoned on the assassination of Nadab, 
was renewed under Elah, son of Baasha. He, however, was murdered 
by Zimri, who, in turn, fell before Omri, the founder of the first 
strong dynasty in the north.] 

F or two generations the bitter feeling arising out of the 
disruption kept the two sections of the country apart from 
one another. No doubt active hostilities were suspended after 
the invasion of Sheshonk, for Judah was certainly in no case 
to make further war for a time. One notice only appears in 
the record of Rehoboam, his attempt to restore something of the 
ceremonial of Solomon by providing bronze shields to take the 
place of the golden shields removed by Sheshonk. Of Jeroboam, 
too, the historian is silent, save for the mention of his son 
Abijah’s death. This has been introduced probably from some 
early form of the narratives about the prophets, considerably 
expanded by a Deuteronomic editor. It has no practical 
bearing on the history of Israel, save that it shows Jeroboam to 
be still faithful to Yahweh in spite of the condemnation passed 
on him by the later historian. It is to a prophet of Yahweh that 
he turns in his trouble, the same who had originally foretold his 
elevation to the throne. 

The war dragged on through the reigns of the successors of 
Jeroboam and Rehoboam, and with varying fortunes. A new 
element was introduced into the struggle by Abijam, son and 
successor of Rehoboam, who, finding Israel too strong for him, 
appealed to Damascus, and made a treaty with Tab-rimmon, 
king of that city. There can hardly be any doubt that the agree- 
ment involved the submission of Abijam, and the recognition of 
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Tab-rimmon as Ms overlord.^ No further detail is furnished 
for us of the reign of Abijam^ (the reference to the treaty with 
Damascus comes accidentally in a note belonging to the next 
reign) in / Kings^ but we have mention in 2 Chron. xiii. 3-20 of 
Abijam’s success in war. Some parts of the story are obviously 
Midrashic, but the Chronicler seems to have had an early docu- 
ment on which to rely^ and his main narrative maybe substantially 
correct. He describes a battle in the Ephraimite hill-country 
between the forces of the two kings, in which Jeroboam skilfully 
outmanoeuvres his opponent, and surrounds his army. But 
Yahweh intervenes and smites Jeroboam’s troops with panic, so 
that they are driven far in flight. Thereupon Abijam advances 
his frontier northwards, capturing Bethel and other cities in that 
region. We may take it for granted, however, that the success 
was not quite so complete as is suggested; it is extremely un- 
likely that Bethel fell into the hands of Judah, either now or at 
any time before the fall of Samaria . 3 In view of the Syrian 
alliance, however, we can well believe that the pressure on the 
frontier was reduced, and that Abijam was able to make some 
progress northwards. 

At the same time, the north steadily aimed at larger conquests, 
and we hear of a siege of Gibbethon, north-west of Bethel, on the 
lower hills overlooking the Shephelah. This was undertaken by 
Nadab ,4 son of Jeroboam, but was not pressed to a conclusion 
owing to the assassination of the king by Baasha .5 The new royal 
line made its home at Tirzah, and, apart from this fact, there was 
no change in policy. Abijam was now dead, and had been 
succeeded by Ms son Asa,^ of whom we have an unusual amount 
of information, partly because of his long reign, and partly 
because of Ms religious measures. Thus, in 2 Chron. xiv. 9-15 
we have an account of an invasion by Zerah the Cushite king. 


* I Kgs. XV. 18. The MT. makes Tab-rimmon the son of Hczion, for which the 
LXX seems to have had Hazaei. Some have suspected that Hezion is a corruption 
for Rezoiij the founder of the kingdom of Damascus. This, however, is not neces- 
sary, for it does not follow that Tab-rimmon’s father was actually king. Damascus 
was as liable to dynastic revolution as was Israel, and the kings mentioned in i Kgs. 
XV, 18 may well belong to a new house. 

* See I Kgs. xv. 1--8. 

® It is, as we have seen, possible that Rehoboam temporarily recovered much 
of the territory of northern Israel, and the mention of Abijam’s success may reflect 
a tradition which originally referred to the reign of his father. 

^ See 1 Kgs. XV. 25-31. 

® See s Kgs. XV. 33 — ^xvi. 7. 6 9-24. 
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It does not seem probable, or even possible, that this story has 
been wholly invented by some theologian who thought that 
Asa’s piety should be rewarded by a victory; it may quite 
well be that a raid from the desert was successfully repelled, and 
that this grew into a great victory in process of transmission » 

Elsewhere Asa does not appear as a successful warrior. 
Baasha was much too strong for him, and even began to fortify 
Ramah, seven or eight miles north of Jerusalem. The com- 
pletion of this enterprise would have been an important step 
towards the blockade of Jerusalem itself, and that is said to have 
been Baasha’s ultimate purpose.^ Asa appealed to Damascus, 
where Ben-hadad had now succeeded his father Tab-rimmon, 
and the latter took prompt measures to relieve his ally. The 
extreme north of Palestine was invaded, and the country round 
the Sea of Galilee and northwards was ravaged. Baasha was at 
once called away, and Asa took advantage of his withdrawal to 
use the building materials collected by Baasha at Ramah to 
erect forts of his own at Geba and Mizpah, thus advancing and 
strengthening his frontier. 

Asa’s reign, however, is chiefly remarkable for his religious 
policy. He is one of the few kings of whom the compiler of the 
book of Kings expresses s trong approval, though in his case there 
is one limitation. The full programme of the Deuteronomists 
required that there should be no sanctuary whatever on Israelite 
soil save at Jerusalem itself. It condemned the worship of the 
‘high places’, the old Canaanite shrines, which had been converted 
to the cult of Yahweh, though probably the old rites persisted. 
A fortiori it condemned still more strongly cults introduced later, 
especially such as might involve immoralities in worship and 
ritual. A number of these had made their appearance during the 
last three reigns^ — we cannot hold Abijam responsible for them 
all — and Asa swept all these away, including especially the sacred 
prostitutes attached to some of the shrines (though these were no 
new feature of the religion of Canaan) and even a cult which 
had been favoured by his own mother. What precise form this 
took we do not know, but it was clearly connected with the 
worship of Astarte, — ^possibly also the sacred pole, or Asher ah. ^ 

* I Kgs, XV. 1 7. Cp. I Kgs. xiv. 22-4. 

^ The whole question of tlie Asherah is difEcult and complicated. On the one 
hand, it seems clear that it was a wooden post, unshaped and unworked, perhaps a 
simple tree trunk, corresponding to the Massebah, which was a natural stone, a 
meMr. Passages like Jer. ii. 27, where the ‘wooden thing* is called the father and 
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Asa is said to have reigned for forty-one years, and to have 
seen, not only the dose of the reign of Jeroboam, but the rise and 
fall of three other northern kings and the establishment of a 
third dynasty. Israel maintained a certain vigour, even after 
the disruption, and her kings, in spite of Aramaean pressure 
from Damascus, never lost the ideal of a larger kingdom. 
Twice we hear of a siege of Gibbethon,'' and it is introduced on 
both occasions, quite casually, as the scene of a dynastic revolution. 
Had we not reason to believe that the compiler had before him 
authentic contemporary records of the kings whose reigns he 
describes, we should be tempted to believe that there was some 
confusion between the two narratives. The latter of the two is 
the more circumstantial, and tells us how the expedition had gone 
down to Gibbethon under the command of Omri, leaving Elah, 
son and successor of Baasha, behind in the capital, Tirzah. 
Here, so we gather from the narrative, he spent his time in 
feasting and luxury, while his men were enduring all the hard- 
ships of war and of siege. A conspiracy was formed against him 
by Zimri, second in command of the chariotry, and, probably 
also by Arza, the royal chamberlain. At a drinking bout in the 
house of Arza, Zimri^ surprised and slew Elah, making himself 
king. But this was simply a palace revolution, and clearly 
Zimri had no support among the people at large. The army 
elected Omri as soon as they heard of Elah’s death, and, leaving 
Gibbethon, moved on Tirzah at once. So swift was their action 
that Tirzah was immediately surrounded, and seven days after 
the murder of Elah, Zimri, seeing that all was lost, set fire to the 


the *stonc’ the mother, show that the distinction between the two emblems did not 
necessarily depend on the sex of the deity symbolized — ^wc cannot say that the 
Massebah always represented a god and the Asherah a goddess. On the other hand 
there seem to be references, e.g. 2 Kgs. xxiii. 7, where it is practically certain that 
the Asherah is regarded as a goddess, probably to be identified with Ishtar, to judge 
from the passage cited. To the Hebrew ear there was seldom confusion between 
K and ]/, and if the two words go back to the same original, the identification must 
have been made in Mesopotamia, for in Akkadian there is no apparent distinction 
between the two aspirates. It is just possible that we have two distinct senses of the 
word, (a) the old Ganaanite meaning, an upright wooden post, and (if) a later 
signification, introduced from Mesopotamia. The Akkadian pronunciation of 
Ishtar, owing to the K having taken tlic place of the y, might well sound to the 
Palestinian ear nearer to Asherah than to Ashtoreth. The matter is still further 
complicated by the appearance of other meanings for Asherah, e.g. a room appro- 
priated to certain sacred purposes. Fora discussion see Moore, i, cols. 330-25 
Allen, DB, i, x 65 ; and Cooke, MS/., pp. 50, 5 1 * 

, ^ I Kgs. XV. 27, xvi. 15. 


t 


* Sec I Kgs. xvi. 8-14. 
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palace and perished in the flames.^ This is remarkable as one 

of the three (possibly only two)^ instances of suicide in the Old 

Testament. 

Yet Omri had still to fight for his throne. A certain Tibnij son 
of Ginath, appeared in opposition to him, and succeeded in 
winning the allegiance of a large section of the people. 3 From 
the fact that Tibni’s father is mentioned while Omri's is not, we 
should gather that the former belonged to a noble family, and 
therefore had a certain prestige, while the latter owed his 
position solely to his own talents and exertions. Tibni and his 
brother Joram^ maintained, as it seems, a long struggle, but 
they gradually grew weaker, and at last met their death, when 
Omri became king without a rival. 

* See I Kgs. xvi. 15-20. 

^ The other two are, of course, Saul and Ahithophcl, and if we accept the tradi- 
tion which makes an Amalekite kill Saul, one other instance alone remains. 

^ Cp. I Kgs. xvi. 21-2. 

^ So the text of the LXX in i Kgs. xvi. 21, generally accepted as original. 



Chapter XIV 

ALLIANCE BETWEEN ISRAEL AND JUDAH 

SUMMARY 

[Omri was one of the greatest of Israelite kings. Judah was sub- 
ordinate to him, and Damascus seems to have been too weak to attack 
him. He renewed the old Israelite dominion over Moab, and fol- 
lowed David in allying himself with Phoenicia. This league was 
cemented by the marriage of Jezebel, daughter of the Sidonian king, 
to Ahab, son of Omri, a step which had serious consequences for Israel. 

Ahab did not meet with the same success as his father. Moab 
revolted, perhaps because the fighting strength of the kingdom was 
being drained by the Syrian wars. For Damascus had recovered her 
strength, and the border between the two countries was the scene 
of endless raids. Sometimes the Syrian razzias penetrated far into 
Palestine, and at length formal war broke out. Our records tell us 
of two striking defeats suffered by Benhadad of Damascus, ending in 
his virtual submission to Ahab. The war was eventually renewed, 
Jehoshaphat of Judah fighting on the side of Israel, and Ahab met 
his death in an attempt to conquer Ramoth-gilead. 

This reign witnessed the first contact between Israel and Assyria. 
Shalmaneser III led an army into the west in order to conquer 
Palestine, but met with determined resistance from a coalition 
headed by Benhadad and including Ahab, who actually contributed 
the largest contingent of chariotry. The Assyrians were checked at 
Karkar, though the allies suffered very heavily, in the year 853 b.c. 
Ahab cannot long have survived this battle. During this period 
Jehoshaphat reasserted the old Judaean supremacy over Edom. 

The reign of Ahab is best known to us through the struggle between 
Jezebel and Elijah. Israel still preserved much of the old Aramaean 
democratic feeling and the old nomad enthusiasm for Yahweh, 
especially in districts where the pastoral life had not yielded, and 
could not yield, to the agricultural. The first of these instincts was 
outraged by Jezebel’s treatment of Naboth, the second by her 
attempt to impose the cult of the Tyrian Baal, Melkart, on all Israel. 
Resistance found leaders in the prophets, especially in Elijah and his 
successor Elisha, who succeeded in checking the movement towards 
apostasy, though their protests against social injustice were com- 
paratively futile.] 

U NDER the house of Omri^ Israel rose to a height which she 
had not attained since the death of Solomon. The first two 
kings of the dynasty were strong men, with personal vigour and 

* For Omri see i Kgs. xvi. 23-B- 


288 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

real statesmanship. Had Jeroboam and his successors been such 
men as they, it is possible that the political harm done by the dis- 
ruption might have been to some extent repaired, but now it 
was too late. The Assyrians were already near at hand, and 
there was no time for the consolidation of the kingdom before 
the blow fell. The Assyrians themselves call Israel Tand of 
Omri^ He was possibly the first Israelite king of whom they had 
heard, and, in any case their use of his name is a real tribute to 
the greatness which they recognized in him. The one Moabite 
record which has come down to us attests his conquests to the 
east of Jordan. It is extraordinary that we have so little space 
given to him in the book of Kings ^ and what w’^e have is mainly 
devoted to condemning him for his religious policy — and even 
there we have hints rather than details. 

Fortunately we can learn a good deal from the silence of the 
writer of i Kings^ and we have also information from outside 
sources. In the first place we observe that there is no longer any 
mention of war between Israel and Judah. On the contrary, the 
house of Omri is closely allied with the house of David, and in 
later years there is even a marriage between the two families.^ 
Jehoshaphat of Judah, the son and successor of Asa, appears 
more than once in the company of an Israelite king, and his 
grandson Ahaziah^ follows his example. The circumstances, 
however, do not suggest a complimentary visit of state paid by 
one king to his equal. In particular, we receive the impression 
that Jehoshaphat joins in the military expeditions of Ahab^ and 
Jehoram,^ not from pure friendship, but under some form of 
compulsion. This is especially obvious in the story of the battle 
of Ramoth-gilead, where we can hardly imagine Jehoshaphat 
falling in with Ahab’s plans willingly. Ahab is to go into battle 
disguised as a common soldier, in order to escape the notice of 
the enemy, 5 while Jehoshaphat is to wear all the royal insignia,^ 
thus making himself a mark for every hostile weapon. Such an 
arrangement would have been accepted only by a man who was 
in no position to refuse. Elisha’s speech to the king of Israel,^ 
when the joint armies are in difficulties in Moabite territory, 
suggests that he holds the higher rank, and it is a surprise to 
hear that the prophet will help the allies because of his respect 

^ 2 Kgs. viii. i8, a6. ^2 Kgs. ix. i6, ^ i Kgs. xxii. 4. 

^ 2 Kgs. iii. 7. ^ Perhaps also to avoid the effects of Micaiah’s prophecy. 

I Kgs. xxii. 30. ’ 2 Kgs. iii. 14, 
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for tlie lesser king. It is obvious that the strife between the two 
kingdoms is at an end, and it is hardly less clear that it was ended 
by the practical submission of Judah and her recognition of 
Israelite suzerainty. 

It is worth noting, too, that, for a time, we hear nothing of the 
hostility of Damascus. She has hitherto appeared mainly as an 
ally of Judah, but the rapprochement between Judah and Israel 
has deprived her of the right of interference which the old 
league had given her, and she seems to be too weak to do serious 
damage to Omri. There is no question here of vassalage; on the 
contrary, Damascus is quite independent, and holds much 
territory to the east of Jordan which Israel had always claimed 
as her own. And when the western princelets unite to face 
Slialmeneser III, it is Benhadad of Damascus who stands at 
their head, though the force brought by Ahab must be counted 
as being practically of equal strength.^ But at least we are 
forced to assume that throughout the reign of Omri the relative 
strengths of the two kingdoms were such as to make each un- 
willing to attack the other. 

In one direction, moreover, Omri achieved a direct conquest. 
Moab, which had been free ever since the days of Solomon, was 
invaded and overcome. A number of Moabite cities were taken 
and occupied by an Israelite population, and the whole country 
was laid under an enormous tribute payable in kind — sheep and 
wool. It is true that the frontier was not pushed back to its ideal 
position on the Arnon, but the Gadites occupied much of the 
country between the northern end of the Dead Sea and the 
Arnon, including the cities of Mehedeba,^ Ataroth, and Yahas. 
It is clear that it was not the whole of the land that was occu- 
pied, for the royal house still maintained itself at Dibon, whence 
it moved to the recovery of the country in the next reign.3 With 

^ Inferior in infantry, but much stronger in chariotry, the more important arm. 

® The spelling of this name varies a good deal, partly because the Mesha inscrip- 
tion includes a H instead of the ' which appears in the Hebrew Bible (cp. Num, 
xxi. 30, Josh. xiii. 9, 16, i Chron. xix. 7, and Isa. xv. 2), and partly because the 
inscription is written without vowels. 

2 Cp. MI.: ‘Omri, king of Israel oppressed Moab many days, for Ghemosh was 
wroth with his land. And his son succeeded him and he also said ‘T will oppress 
Moab^*’ ( 11 . 4~6). ‘And Omri possessed the land of Mehedeba and dwelt in it, his 
days and half the days of his son, forty years’ ( 11 . 7-B). ‘And the men of Gad 
dwelt in Ataroth from of old, and the king of Israel fortified Ataroth for himself* 
( 11 . iO”ii). ‘And the king of Israel built Yaha? and dwelt in it while he fought 
against me’ (11. 18 f.). 

3874 u 
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the Moabite territory as a base, no doubt Omri planned to recover 
the Gileadite cities which had fallen into the hands of Damascus, 
and, indeed, he handed this enterprise on as a legacy to his son. 

Like David and Solomon, Omri was glad to secure himself by 
peaceful means where possible, and, like them also, he entered 
into a close alliance with Phoenicia. This was cemented by the 
marriage of his son, Ahab, to a Phoenician princess, Jezebel, 
daughter of Ethbaal (Ishbaal?) king of Sidon.^ The marriage 
may have been highly politic, but it failed to take into account 
certain elements in the feeling of the Israelite people, and in the 
end it contributed, more than any other one event, to the down- 
fall of the house of Omri. For the time being, however, it 
secured for Omri and his son a safe alliance and a valuable 
outlet for trade. As of old, an alliance between Israel and 
Phoenicia was profitable to both parties, for while the one had 
command of the sea, the other could control, or partly control, 
the caravan routes. Omri went further than David and Solomon 
had done, and built himself a new capital, looking outwards 
towards Phoenicia and the sea. The site of his city, Samaria-— 
^the watch-tower’^ — ^was well chosen. Standing on a conical hill, 
three hundred feet above the surrounding valleys, with still 
higher mountains about it on three sides, it faces the west, and 
is easily accessible from that region only. In itself it was nearly 
impregnable, and stood more than one notable siege. The 
recent excavations show it to have been splendidly built, and to 
have been a capital worthy of a great kingdom.^ 

The death of Omri practically coincided with the great 
expedition of Ashur-nasir-pal to the west. He marched through 
the neo-Hittite kingdom of Carchemish into the valley of the 
Orontes, and then through the Lebanon to the sea, receiving 
tribute from many peoples, including Tyre, Sidon, Byblos, and 
the Amurru. This latter term may include Palestine; a century 
and a half later it is used by Sennacherib to distinguish certain 
parts of Palestine from ^the land of the Hittitesh These events 
have left no mark on our records, and probably Ashur-nasir-pal 
was content with a formal acknowledgement of his authority and 
with the presentation of tribute.^ But the event does, in any 

^ 1 Kgs. xvi. 31. 

^ For a description of the site and an estimate of its importance, partly followed 
above, cp. G. A. Smith, HGHL,^ pp. 345 ff, 

^ Sec especially Reisner, Fisher, and Lyon, Harvard Excavations in Samaria (1924) ; 
Jack, Samaria in AhaEs Time ( 1 929) , Gp. Luckenbill, ARA , i. 1 64-7, esp. § 479. 
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case, mark the beginning of a new epoch in the history of Palestine. 
The last Eg^-’-ptian forces had appeared in the land just fifty years 
before this time, though for two centuries previous to the ex- 
pedition of Sheshonk Egypt had exercised no practical authority 
over the land. As we have seen, it was this age of non-inter- 
ference from the outside that had permitted the growth of the 
Israelite state, but now the great interval was over. It is true 
that only once again in the pre-Alexandrian age did Egypt 
make an attempt to reassert her ancient dominion, but another 
power had arisen to the east, and henceforward the country was 
never wholly free from the threat of foreign invasion. The 
Egyptian period in Palestinian history, which had begun with 
the invasion of Tutmose III, was now definitely at an end; the 
Mesopotamian period had begun. 

For over twenty years, however, the kingdoms of Israel and 
Judah were not seriously affected, and for practical purposes 
the reign of Ahab belongs to the earlier and not to the later age. 
For the Hebrew state the dividing line comes with the battle of 
ICarkar, fought in 853 b.g., probably the last year, or the last but 
one, of ^the reign of Ahab. Until the invasion of Shalmaneser III 
Israel seems to have been unaware of the great power that was 
one day to overwhelm the people, or at least our Biblical records 
show no trace of acquaintance with it. Even Karkar is not men- 
tioned, and the modern world was aware of the facts only when 
Shalmaneser’s own account of them was deciphered. 

Yet for the history of Israel the reign of Ahab^ is critical, and 
marks a definite turning-point. More space is given to it in our 
Bible than to any other since Solomon, and we have traditions 
from several sources. Both internally and externally events took 
place which proved to be of the highest importance, and in no 
small degree determined the fate of the Hebrew race. We may 
glance at these one by one. 

Ahab was unable to maintain the full extent of the kingdom 
which had been won by his father. In particular, Moab revolted. 
In 2 Kgs. iii. 5 this is assigned to the reign of Ahab’s successor, 
but the inscription of Mesha himself shows this to be an error, 
for it was the son of Omri against whom he revolted, and the 
language employed makes it unlikely that the word 'son’ is 
used in the general sense of 'descendant’. For the time being 
complete independence was secured, and not only so, but the 
^ I Kgs. xvi. 29 — 40. 
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territories of Moab were considerably extended beyond their 
usual limits. The places captured by Mesha include NebOj well 
to the north of the normal frontier^ which was put to the ban.^^ 
Here was a sanctuary of Yahweh, and its sacred vessels were re- 
moved and dedicated to Chemosh. Mesha^s conquests extended 
far enough north to enable him to threaten the fords of Jordan, 
though he does not seem to have made any attempt to push his 
frontiers farther north or west, The rebuilding of Jericho^ may 
have been due to fear of Moabite invasion. But Moab was lost 
to Israel, and it is a significant fact that the king of Moab, unlike 
the king of Ammon, is not mentioned among those who sent con- 
tingents to the allied armies that fought Shalmaneser at Karkar. 

Throughout the latter part of the ninth century, the most 
serious of Israel’s rivals was always Damascus. The Syrians 
were first introduced into Israelite politics by Abijam,^ who 
applied to Tab-rimmon for help against Jeroboam, and ac- 
cepted Syrian sovereignty. But probably Damascus would have 
been willing enough to interfere in any event. Israel held one 
section of the great trade route, that which passed through the 
plain of Esdraelon, and ever since the acquisition of her inde- 
pendence, Damascus must have desired control over country so 
important to her commerce. Even Omri, great and successful 
soldier as he was, found himself compelled to grant special privi- 
leges to Damascus, and to assign a quarter in Samaria to the Ara- 
maean traders.^ Itis also possible that the latter secured rights over 
the caravan roads, and they may even have held the great cities. 

The story of Ahab’s wars with Damascus is contained in 
I Kgs. XX and xxii.s It presents him in a light wliich is far from 

‘ i.e. the herem\ Mesha (L 17) uses the word that is familiar to us in Hebrew, e.g. 
in connexion with the destruction of Jericho (cp. Joshua vi, 17, &c.). 

^ I Kgs. xvi. 34. ^ I Kgs. XV. i8 ff. ^ i Kgs. xx. 34. 

^ The origin of these stories has received close attention from students of the text. 
They seem to be derived from a series of narratives describing events in the reign of 
Ahab, written in a popular rather than in an official, annalistic style. In this respect 
they resemble the narratives which deal with the prophets, but their main interest 
is not in prophecy; Elijah is nowhere mentioned, and the prophets, even Micaiah, 
are not the most prominent figures in ch. xxii. The WTiter’s attitude towards Ahab 
is interesting and significant. The official view of the prophetic and of the later 
Deuteronomic parties is sufficiently represented by the statement that he ‘did that 
which was evil in the sight of Yahweh above all that were before him* (i Kgs. 
xvi. 30) . But here we have no hostility, and little that we can call disapproval. There 
may be criticism in the account of Ahab’s treatment of Micaiah, but, on the 
whole, the tone is friendly and sympathetic. The narratives seem, therefore, to be 
due to some popular history of the reign of Ahab, which resembles those of the life 
and court of David, and were, doubtless, an amplification of the official annals. 


ALLIANCE BETWEEN ISRAEL AND JUDAH S93 

imfavourabkj especially when it is compared with pictures 
which we derive from other sources. He was subject to the. king 
of Damascus, who had also at his disposal thirty-two kings/ 
and with this united force was determined to take possession of 
Israel so completely that, though Ahab might retain his throne 
nominally, yet in fact he should have nothing that he could call 
his own. Benhadad threatened Samaria with all his force, and 
demanded that Ahab should lay everything he had at the dis- 
posal of the Syrian king. The demand was a personal one, and 
involved none but Ahab himself and his family. It amounted to 
practical deposition, and Ahab was prepared to accept the 
terms stated- But a second demand was made, involving not 
only the king but all the people as well; they were to be treated 
as a conquered enemy, and to be plundered as freely as the 
Syrians might desire. Glad as Ahab was to save his people the 
horrors of the siege and sack of his city, he could not accede to 
this demand, and, encouraged by a prophetic message, he made 
a sortie. The time chosen was noon, when all the world was at 
rest,^ and Benhadad himself was drinking with his officers in his 
tent. The assault was completely successful, the Syrians were 
routed and slaughtered, while Benhadad himself with a few 
mounted men managed to escape. 

The victory was attributed by the Syrians to the power of the 
God of Israel, who was assumed to be a God of the hills — among 
which Samaria lay. Further, it was suspected that the sub- 
ordinate kings were not so whole-hearted in the Syrian cause as 
Benhadad’s own subjects would have been. Therefore a year 
later a fresh army was prepared and equipped, officered by 
native Syrians, and it made its way across the plain of Esdraelon 
to Aphek.3 An Israelite force, so small that it is pathetically 
described as being ‘like two little flocks of kids’, moved down 
into the plain opposite to the great Syrian host, and, after six 
days’ inaction on both sides, a battle took place. We have no 

^ The figure is possibly exaggerated; at Karkar there were only twelve, and 
these included Ahab himself. 

^ The heat of noon in the cast is so great as to make the middle of the day almost 
as much a recognized period of rest and inactivity as the night itself. Gp. Jer. vi. 4. 

^ The name is so common that it is difficult to be reasonably sure where the exact 
locality was. It is, however, quite possible that the place mentioned here lay at the 
northern end of the plain of Sharon, threatening both the passage through Dothan 
into the plain of Esdraelon and the valley leading up to Samaria. It also covered 
the route between Samaria and Dor, and between Samaria and Phoenicia, in case 
Aliab should seek aid from that quarter. ** i Kgs. xx. 27. 

# 
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The list contains only eleven contingents, and Shalmaneser 
speaks of twelve, probably a round number. It will be seen at 
once that Ahab contributed just over half the chariots, and that 
next to Hadadezer (Benhadad), his was the largest force supplied’ 
bhalnianeser claims to have routed his enemies utterly and fn 
have slain 14,000 of them, describing with regal hyperbole fho 
way in which the land was filled with corpses and the vallpvc 
ran with rivers of blood. He adds that he captured chariots 17 d 
horses. No doubt the slaughter was enormous, but the sivnifi 
cant fact is that the Assyrian king pushed this expedition no' 
farther. This does not point to a decisive victory, and the 
probability is that he received a definite check. At the same 
tiine, it must be remembered that his main objective was Hamath 
and he says that he reached the coast. But it is clear that the 
coalition headed by Benhadad was formidable to the Assyrian 
power, for Shalmaneser mentions further conflicts with the 
pme group of kings in his tenth, eleventh, and fourteenth years 
i.e. 849, 848, and 845 b.g. He gives few details beyond the 
ormulae characteristic of a claim to victory, but it was not till his 
eighteenth year (841 b.g.), after the death of Benhadad, that he 
Dat^^cus^i ^ completely as to be able to besiege 

There is notHng in aU this yvhich is inconsistent with the 
Biblical records, though no mention whatever is made of Assyria 
We even have some %ht thrown on the chronology ofthe period’ 
The battle of^^r^ar took place in 853 b.g., and we cannot date 
the death of Ahab later than 852 b.c. 2 The coalition must be 
placed within the three years’ peace mentioned in i Kgs. xxii. i 
for It can hardly have been before the battles described in 
I Kgs. XX We must, then, suppose that the alliance was always 

A? K 1 that after the death of 

hab the war between Israel and Syria languished, the latter 

Immediately after 

weak t!? that Damascus was too 

SVat if tt is a httle surprising to 
find that he suffered so much less than Benhadad. Perhar® he 

sent only a small portion of his available infantry into the field 
But tfte narrative testifies to the fact that Aliab was no weakling, 
that he could nse to a great occasion, and that the Israel of 
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Hs day could fight desperately and not wholly unsuccessfully 
against the greatest military power of the age. 

The partial revival of Israelite strength is also illustrated in 
the southern kingdom. While Jehoshaphat was, as we have 
seen, almost certainly a vassal of Ahab, he was free to undertake 
expeditions on his own account, and for some time succeeded in 
asserting his authority over Edom. We do not hear of a war, 
but the fact is certain, inasmuch as the Edomite royal house was 
superseded and its place taken by a governor appointed by 
Jehoshaphat.^ This officer, possibly with support from Ahaziah 
of Israel, attempted to organize a naval expedition on the 
model of those ascribed to Solomon, but his ships^ were wrecked 
and no fresh attempt was made. Some change must have taken 
place in the status of the governor of Edom, or Jehoshaphat may 
have decided to try another method of maintaining his hold on 
the country, for in 2 Kgs. iii. 9 a king of Edom participates in 
the expedition against Moab. At the same time, this notice 
makes it clear that Edom was not independent, and it may be 
added that the expedition against Moab was made through 
Edomite territory. Further, a final revolt is recorded as having 
taken place in the reign of Jehoram, son of Jehoshaphat, 3 and 
this implies that the country remained subject to Judah through- 
out the reign of Jehoshaphat. 

2 Gliron. xvii-xx contains a long and elaborate account of 
the reign of Jehoshaphat, recording his defensive measures and 
the respect in which he was held by all the neighbouring peoples. 
In XX. 1-30 we have a circumstantial account of a victory over 
the joint forces of Moab and Ammon in the Tekoa district. The 
narrative may contain a substratum of fact, though it must be 
remembered that later ages thought of Jehoshaphat as a model 
king, and ascribed to him a great cultic reform. This would 
tend to make the priestly historian give to him success of every 
kind — so good a king must have been rewarded by great pros- 
perity. It is, however, very difficult to explain the omission of 

^ I Kgs. xxii. 47 f. (Heb. 48 f.), reading W Tjfen Jdiip for 2^3 '3 
"''liT ’ t Tjbp. The LXX has this passage after xvi. 28, and the emended text seems 
to have been that before the translators, though it may have omitted the king’s 
name. But since the whole section deals with Jehoshaphat there is no doubt as to 
which king is intended. 

^ Possibly we should read the singular, which the LXX has throughout. The 
Kethibh of the MT. has the singular verb in verse 48 (Heb. 49). 

2 Kgs. viii. 22. 
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devoted to Baal as the Israelite KabP was to Yahweli, To the 
ordinary mind in the ancient cast there was no incongruity in 
worshipping any number of deities at one and the same timcj 
and Jezebel must have failed entirely to understand the unique 
position of Israel. 

Still more serious was her political outlook. She had the 
usual eastern conception of monarchy, an absolute despotism 
in which the ruler had unlimited privilege, and the ruled no 
rights whatever. To her the king was the master and his subjects 
were his slaves;^ he could do with them or with their property as 
he would. She was a woman of striking personality and of strong 
will, and her presence was a source of real danger to the peace of 
the realm. Both in politics and in religion she was sure, sooner 
or later, to arouse the most bitter antagonism and the fiercest 
hostility in those who clung to the old traditional ways of Israel. 

It seems that Israel first realized fully the meaning of Jezebel’s 
influence through the murder of Naboth. The story is very 
familiar as told in i Kgs. xxi,^ and is most instructive for the kind 
of impression that Jezebel must have made on the genuine 
Israelite mind. We see first the sturdy figure of the peasant 
farmer, who owns his little plot of land and refuses to surrender 
it on any terms whatever. He is, no doubt, obstinate, foolish, 
and objectionable, but he is within his rights, and the spirit of 
the nation will uphold him. In the second place, we have the 
king himself. He is consumed with a passion for this little plot 
of ground, and the refusal of the owner to let him have it throws 
him into a fit of despair. He sulks in a fashion which to-day 
would be esteemed quite unworthy of royalty, but men thought 
differently in ancient times. He recognizes, however, that 
the refusal of Naboth is final; the owner has said that he will 
keep his farm, and it does not occur to Ahab that there is any 
alternative but to let him keep it. He, at least, has no thought 
of violating the rights of the Israelite peasant, however obsti*" 

* Cp. the language ascribed to Jezebel in i Kgs. xxi. 7. 

* The chapter clearly belongs to a group of prophetic stories such as wc have 
found elsewhere in the book of Kings, and, no doubt, it followed originally after 
cb, xix, a position which is still assigned to it by most MSS. of the LXX. Kuenen 
{Historisch-Critisch Onderzoek mar ... fife Boeken des Ouden Verbonds, i. 407-9, esp. 

§ 25, note 7) and Stade {GVL, p. 527, n.) regard the story as a legend which has 
no foundation in history, invented by writers of the Deuteronomistic school. For 
this view there seems to be no reason at all, when it is recognized that the latter 
part of the story has suffered a good deal from Deuteronomic redaction, cp. Ben- 
zingcr. Die Bmher der Konige, p. 1 14; Skinner, x and 2 Kings, pp. 254 f. 
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nately and stupidly those rights may be claimed.^ Finally we 
have the foreign queen. To her the problem is no problem at 
all; the king is the king^ and if he wants the land, then he may 
take it. But she knows enough of the feeling and tradition of 
Israel to see that the thing cannot be done purely with the high 
hand of omnipotent autocracy, and she has to devise means 
which will observe the outer semblance of law. It is interesting 
to notice that this manipulation of the courts of ‘justice* 
appears to be a new phenomenon in Israel. It is only too 
common elsewhere in the east, and nothing is easier than to manu- 
facture a case, especially if the party has enough money to spend 
on the evidence. And the result is that Naboth is convicted of 
high treason and blasphemy, and is executed, his estate there- 
upon falling vacant, or, perhaps, being appropriated as a right 
by the Crown. Ahab has his ‘garden of herbs*. But the native 
feeling of Israel, finding a mouthpiece in Elijah, has seen 
through the whole process, and calls it simply a murder, which 
entails blood-revenge. It is true that there is no human kinsman 
left who is in a position to carry out the demands of the feud, but 
Yahweh is the guardian of the rights of the helpless, and He will 
see that at long last justice is done. Ahab has laid a mine beneath 
his own throne which will one day explode and bring his house 
to a terrible end. 

Jezebel’s religious policy was equally obnoxious to the 
Israelite tradition, though, unfortunately, we have no clear 
account of any of its details. Her method seems to have been a 
double one. On the one hand, there are hints of actual violence,^ 
and it is said that Jezebel put the prophets of Yahweh to 
the sword and desecrated His sanctuaries. If this tradition be 
trustworthy, then the queen did make a definite attempt to 
supersede the cult of Yahweh altogether by that of Melkart, and, 
as a first step, tried to destroy that class of men which was most 
closely identified in the popular mind with Yahweh. Her action 
had the further effect of being a direct challenge to Yahweh 
Himself. None could touch the devotees of a god, or destroy his 
altars, without calling down on himself the divine anger, and 
Jezebel was saying to the people in effect, ‘ Y ahweh is futile ; He can 
neither protect nor avenge His chosen servants or His holy shrines.® 

‘ It is important to observe that Ahab is represented as being entirely ignorant 
of the steps his wife is taking, and that he hears of her actions only after Naboth is 
actually dead. ^ i Kgs. xviii. 4, 13,* xbc. 10, 14. 
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The Other method may have been more peaceable, and yet 
had, possibly, the threat of force behind it. We do not know 
what inducements Jezebel offered or could offer to the average 
Israelite to adopt the cult of Melkart, but there is good reason 
to believe that it was widely accepted. The whole of Elijah’s 
challenge on Mount Carmel is based on the assumption that the 
mass of the people are in a state of uncertainty, with their minds 
wavering between Yahweh and Melkart.^ Probably most of 
them were prepared to accept both deities, and to divide their 
allegiance impartially between them. But it must be remem- 
bered that Jezebel’s Baal was not the old Canaanite fertility 
spirit, who had been so largely absorbed into Yahweh, but a 
foreign national god, and there must have been misgivings in the 
minds of many. A clear lead by a strong spirit was all that was 
needed, even though there were only seven thousand faithful 
souls in all Israel. ^ 

To the ancient mind politics and religion were inseparable. 
The relation between a people and its neighbours was connected 
with, sometimes dictated by, its national god. He was the pro- 
tector of all elements in the community, and one of his duties 
was always the maintenance of the social standards accepted by 
it. While, then, the conflict between the Tyrian theory of life 
and that which had been inherited by Israel from its Aramaean 
ancestors may seem to us to involve distinct issues, as either 
politics or religion were concerned, to the normal Israelite they 
were one and the same thing. Yahweh was the God of nomad 
Israel, and His supremacy in Palestine involved the imposition 
of nomad ideas of social relations on the body politic. It was, 
therefore, only to be expected that the privilege of the subject, 
so outraged by Jezebel, should find champions among those who 
adhered most strictly to the old Aramaean traditions of worship. 

Men of the type needed were not to be found at the shrines. 
Many of these had been sites of old Canaanite worship, and the 
traditions had not wholly perished with the arrival of a new 
deity. The interests of their priesthood lay in the maintenance 
of the outward forms of worship, and in the punctual payment 
of the sacred dues which every Israelite owed his God, If cases 
were brought for legal settlement, there is no doubt that the 
sacred oracle, whatever it might be, was invoked, but it was no 
part of the ecclesiastics’ duty to go out of their way to impose 
f I Kgs. xviiL 21 . ® I Kgs. xix. i8. 

r 
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moral and social rales upon the laity. Indeed, if we may judge 
from the practices of the eighth century, the attendants at the 
sanctuaries were themselves largely indifferent to moral con- 
siderations, and we hear complaints that some of the worst 
abuses are to be found in connexion with the official worship of 
Israel. The most famous of the shrines, e.g. that of Bethel, were 
directly under the royal control, and the treatment which Amos 
received at the hands of Amaziah a hundred years later^ suggests 
that in such a place it would be the king’s prerogative and not 
the people’s rights that would be most strenuously upheld. 

It was among the prophets that the needed leadership was 
most likely to be found. Though, as we have seen, ecstatic 
prophecy itself was a phenomenon which Yahwism may well 
have borrowed from Baalism, the fact remains that the N^bi^im 
were always wild Yahweh enthusiasts. It is true that a body of 
them seems to have been kept at Ahab’s court, and to have been 
in the habit of giving him such messages as would please him.^ 
But these did not by any means exhaust the whole body, nor 
were they typical of their order. The tradition of prophecy had 
always been to stand for the rights of the subject, even against 
the king. The narrative which tells of Nathan’s rebuke to David^ 
can hardly be later than the middle of the ninth century in its 
present form and is most probably to be ascribed to a contempo- 
rary writer. It offers us a picture of what Israel had a right to 
expect from a prophet, even when he was attached to the court. 
It is significant, as illustrating especially the social aspect of 
the question, that the popular revolt against the oppression of 
Solomon, so drastically manifested in the division of the king- 
dom, had behind it the prophet Ahijah.^ We shall have occasion 
to notice again the leading role played by the prophetic party 
in political affairs, especially in the years that immediately 
followed the death of Ahab. 

It may well have been that even the prophets of western 
Israel were to some extent blinded by their familiarity with, and 

Cp. Am. vii. 10-X7. ® Gp. i Kgs. xxii. 6 , &c. ^ 2 Sam. xH. 1--X4, 

I Kgs. xi. 29 ff. We cannot, however, assume that Ahijah also represents the 
religious side of the protest. It is true that the narrative of i Kgs. xiv. r-i8 seems 
capable of that interpretation, but the sections which contain the denunciation, 
verses y-xi, 13-16, are clearly due to the seventh-century editor, and represent the 
Deuteronomic attitude towards Jeroboam. The earlier elements in the story rather 
suggest a deep sympathy felt by the prophet for the unfortunate mother to whom 
he has to give the news that her son must die. 
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their nearness to, the actions of the court. Whether that were so 
or not, the first strong protest against the Tyrian influence came 
from the east, and was made by Elijah. In him we have one of 
the best-known figures in the whole of the history of Israel, and 
he has received the admiration — more than the admiration — of 
many generations, both of Jews and of Christians. It is not only 
the part that he played in the political and religious life of Israel 
which has attracted men; as a matter of fact, this is seldom 
appreciated at its full worth. But his personality made a deep 
impression on his contemporaries, and the narratives which 
were written under that impression have transmitted it to all 
later readers of the story. He is a strange figure, introduced 
without mention of father or mother or any genealogy, and 
comes suddenly on the stage. His aspect in itself is wild and 
striking; he is a ‘lord of hairV either because, like the true 
Yahweh devotee, he refrains from cutting his hair, or because 
he wears a cloak of skins. In either case his appearance is un- 
usual. When under the influence of the Spirit he is absolutely 
fearless, and neither king nor queen has any terrors for him. It 
is true that when the high moment is past there comes a re- 
action, and he flees in terror of what Jezebel may do to him, but 
that is not unexpected. We do not recognize in him the cold and 
calculating politician; he is highly strung, intense, vigorous. It 
is characteristic of him that he seldom stays long in the same 
place. He is not to be found unless he wishes to be found, and 
seems to have an almost miraculous power of concealing him- 
self.^ His appearances are sudden, and usually unexpected, and 
each means a crisis of some kind. It is not surprising that tradi- 
tion said of him that in the end he was taken up into heaven in a 
chariot of fire. That may be regarded as being originally pictur- 
esque language describing a thunderstorm, and Elijah himself is 
a kind of human lightning flash. So great was the impression his 
unique personality made on the thought of Israel, that he de- 
veloped into an apocalyptic figure, and our New Testament— 
to say nothing of such a passage as Mai. iv. 53 — attests the place 
he came to hold in Jewish eschatology. 

Elijah^ appears so suddenly in i Kgs. xvii. i that some have 

* 2 Kgs; i. 8. * Cp. I Kgs. xviii. 10, ^ Hcb. iii. 23. 

^ The narratives found in i Kgs. xvii-xix, xxi, seem to be drawn from the collec- 
tion of the prophetic lives to which we have had occasion so often to refer. As wc 
have seen, doubts have been raised as to the historicity of ch. xxi, and Holscher (Die 
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supposed that the narrative has been mutilated at the beginning. 
His task is to prove to the king and the people of Israel that Yah- 
weh, not Melkart, is the God of the land. He announces, therefore, 
that there is to be a three-years’ drought, and we need to re- 
member that the word comes in the name of Yahweh, and that 
if it proves effective — ^it is the word of power that produces the 
event — that in itself will be evidence of the power of Yahweh, 
for none save the God of the land can give or withhold rain. 
The drought duly follows, ^ and a series of incidents — not without 
later accretions, possibly — describe the fearful sufferings which 
men endure. At the end of the stated time Elijah once more 
goes to meet Ahab, who addresses him (with some reason) as the 
troubler of Israel. After all, it is Elijah who has caused the 
drought, and so has brought the whole kingdom to the verge 
of starvation. 

The time was now ripe for a yet greater challenge to a trial of 
strength between Yahweh and Melkart. We need not enter into 
the details of the contest on Mount Carmel, which is told in one 
of the finest pieces of prose in any literature. It is enough to 
remark certain features of the scene. The prophets of Baal are 
of the ordinary ecstatic type, and behave as such men might be 
expected to behave. When Elijah’s turn comes, he exhibits none 
of the extravagances of his opponents, and is represented as 
taking all precautions to ensure the validity of the test. In 
passing, attention may be called to the fact that Elijah has no 
compunction about rebuilding and using an old altar of Yahweh 
which stood on the mountain, and that he, though in no way 
connected with the tribe of Levi, still less with the house of 
Aaron, feels himself competent to offer the sacrifice single- 

Propheten, p. 1 77 (1914)) is of opinion that there is little reliable record of Elijah, but 
that most of the stories relating to him are reflections of narratives originally belong- 
ing to Elisha. Elijah was, of course, just the kind of personality about whom tradition 
gathers, but it is remarkable how little of what is said about him rouses suspicion in 
itself. It seems clear that chs, xvii-xix, at any rate, are fairly early, and reached their 
present form within a century of the events which they describe. The reasons usually 
given for this view are two: {a) the bull-worship of Bethel and Dan is not con- 
demned; Elijah seems to have been willing to admit that this is worship of Yahweh ; 
(b) Elijah complains (i Kgs. xix. 10, 14) that the altars of Yahweh have been broken 
down. This complaint could not have been attributed to him after the time of Josiah’s 
reform. See Benzinger, Die Bucher der Konige, pp. 105 f.; Skinner, i and 2 Kings^ 
pp. 221-3. 

* The drought is independently attested by Menander (cp. Josephus, Ant, viii. 
13*) as having occuiTed in tlie reign of Ethbaal of Sidon, though its duration is 
there given as one year, 
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handed. The climax is reached when the prophets of Baal are 
taken away and put to death. Here is the final challenge to 
Baal, and it is a direct answer to JezebeFs challenge to Yahweh. 
This is no land of BaaFs; in this country his writ does not run, 
and his servants may be destroyed with impunity. Then, while 
Ahab eats and drinks, Elijah goes up to the top of the hill, look- 
ing out towards the west, and enters on some rain-making 
ritual, crouching into the shape of a rising cloud. At last the 
real cloud comes, and Elijah, with the abnormal strength of the 
ecstatic, runs before Ahab’s chariot all the way to Jezreel. 

A reaction sets in, Jezebel threatens to treat Elijah as she has 
treated other prophets of Yahweh, and as he has treated the 
prophets of Baal. Elijah flees for his life to the holy mountain of 
Horeb in the far south, and there, in the sacred cave among the 
wild crags, after the majestic passing of wind, earthquake, and 
fire, he receives in the silence^ his message. He is not to stand 
alone, for the vengeance of Yahweh will be executed by three 
persons, Hazael, Jehu, and Elisha, who will between them 
utterly root out the worship of the Phoenician Baal, and will 
leave only the faithful remnant, amounting to seven thousand. 
An awful sentence, which Hazael and Jehu, at least, did their 
best to fulfil.^ 

Thus Elijah made his protest against the double peril with 
which the foreign queen was threatening the life of Israel. 
Neither element in it was immediately effective. The cult of 
Melkart received a definite check, as appears from the fact that 
a few years later Jehu was able to collect all the Melkart devo- 
tees into a single building 3 — but perhaps these were only the 
foreigners or foreign priests resident in the country. It was the 
sword of Jehu that completed the work, but Elijah had struck 
the first blow. Still less effective was the political and social 
protest. The course followed by Jezebel in destroying Naboth 
set a precedent only too often followed during the next century, 
and the example which she offered played no small part in bring- 
ing about the final ruin of the kingdom. 

Thus closes the first half of the history of the Israelite monarchy, 
that in which the country, free from external molestation until 

^ The passage is commonly misunderstood. means silence rather than 

whisper, xix. I2^ should run ‘ . and after the fire, hark! a fine silence*. So also 
Job iv. i6 * . . . Silence! — and a voice I began to hear’, and Ps. cvii. 29 ‘He settleth 
storm into silence, and its waves are dumb.* ^ i Kgs. xix, ^2 Kgs. x. 21. 
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the ends was left to work out her own salvation. We have 
seen how far Israel was from establishing any valid polity. The 
kingdom of David had disintegrated, and there were two states in 
Israel proper. So much organic unity had been secured. But 
Israel had no political instincts^ and it fell to her to be governed 
by men who^ in this respectj were typical of their race. In 
David we saw how she had her chance of growing into a great 
empire; in his successors we have seen how she lost it. A century 
and a half had passed since Jerusalem had become the capital of 
a united Israel^ and the country was further from political safety 
and unity than she had been when Joab stormed the Jebusite 
citadel. The kingdoms of the world were never to be hers, and 
there were signs that she would not remain indefinitely mistress 
in her own house. 


Chapter X¥ 

LIFE IN ISRAEL UNDER THE MONARCHY 


SUMMARY 

[One of the outstanding features of Palestinian life was the city. 
Several Israelite cities of this period have been excavated, and we 
can to some extent reconstruct them. Houses were built partly of 
stone and partly of brick, the latter mostly sun-dried. 

Dress was usually simple, though the wealthier people wore more 
elaborate costumes. The main articles of diet were cereals, fruit, 
and milk. 

Commerce was both local, involving trafSc in ordinary articles 
of daily use, and general. The latter was, till the middle of the ninth 
century b.g., largely in royal hands. Palestine had few commodities 
to export, but profited by her position on the great trade route. 

Village life was simpler than that of the city, and retained most of 
the old features — ^the ‘gates’, the wells, the fields, the cemeteries, and 
the sanctuaries. The backbone of the Israelite nation was the small 
farmer, whose independence was maintained by the ownership of his 
land, while his personal vigour was reinforced by a constant struggle 
with Nature. 

Slavery existed in two forms, temporary and permanent. The 
governmental administration probably followed the lines laid down 
by Solomon. 

The religion of Israel in this period presents several interesting 
features. Mention has already been made of Jezebel’s attempt to 
introduce the Tyrian Baal. Among the prophets Micaiah and Elijah 
are important since they stand alone, and do not work or live with 
the companies of prophets. It is further to be noted that the prophets 
now take a prominent part in politics, exercising their influence for 
the maintenance of the traditional principles of the old Aramaean 
nomads. 

The age is rich in literature, and to it we owe, not only (as it seems) 
the older legal codes of our Bibles, but some fine pieces of Mstorical 
prose, such as the account of David’s court life contained in 2 Sam. 
ix-xx.] 

B efore we pass on to the story of the decline and fall of the 
Hebrew kingdoms, we shall do well to glance for a moment 
at the internal state and organization of the country during the 
period now closing. Apart from that element which has re- 
mained semi-nomad, Israel has become a commercial and agri- 
cultural people. In one way or another she has entered into 
possession of ^great and goodly cities which she builded not^ 
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houses full of all good things which she filled not, cisterns hewn 
out which she hewed not, vineyards and olive trees which she 
planted not V taking up this heritage, she has assumed also 

the whole civilized order to which these things belong. 

The feature of the settled life which first appealed to the 
wandering Aramaean was the city. In recent years a number 
of Israelite sites have been excavated, and we can now form a 
fair picture of the buildings and of their arrangement within the 
walls. One of the finest examples, if not the finest, of the period 
we have just been discussing is to be found at Samaria. Here, 
underlying several later strata, we have the actual fortifications 
— or remains of them — ^built by Omri, the founder of the city, 
together with the palaces of that king and of his son.^ The first 
step in building was to mark out the site, and cut away the rock 
all round it to a depth of several feet, forming a scarp. The 
walls were then erected on the edge of this, so that they were 
practically a vertical continuation of the solid rock. Large 
blocks of stone — a yellow limestone, soft and ‘cheesy’ when first 
cut, but with a surface rapidly hardening when exposed to the 
air — were quarried out of the hill itself for the buildings. For all 
interior walls a trench was hewn out of the rock, and the lower 
courses of masonry were laid in it. The floor of the palace itself 
was level, and was therefore built at some little height above the 
rock, the distance varying with the inequalities of the natural 
surface. The main plan of the buildings was that still common 
in the east, a series of rooms arranged in a rectangle about a 
court into which all opened, the outer wall being pierced by 
only a single door or gateway. The palace of Omri, for instance, 3 
was built round a central court some twenty-six feet square. 
From the north-east and south-east corners there ran passages 
opening into rooms on the east and west sides. To the west of 
the central court were two little rooms, hardly bigger than 
cupboards, and to the east a room of the same length as the 

^ Deut. vi. I of. 

^ For a complete account of Samaria as far as it has been excavated see the 
magnificent publication of the results of the Harvard expedition (Reisner, Fisher, 
and Lyon, Harvard Excavations at Samaria ( 1 924) ) ; vol. i, pt. iii, ch. i (Fisher) , contains 
a detailed description of the buildings of the Israelite period, and numerous photo- 
graphs are to be found in vol, ii. A most useful summary and discussion of the 
results has been published by J, W. Jack, Samaria in Ahab's Time (1929), and the 
student who wishes to have an adequate presentation of the facts cannot do better 
than consult this work. 

^ See the plans in Harvard Excavations at Samaria, vol. ii, especially Plan 5, 


312 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

(hmmcTce was of two kinds. There was, on the one hand the 
tralBc in useful and necessary articles produced by craftsmen in 
the neighbourhood— pottery, food-stuffs, and the like. This was 
probably carried on in the streets of the city, and it seems that 
there were quarters appropriated to particular trades. More 
characteristic of the period, however, was the growth of inter- 
national commerce, practically a royal monopoly as far as our 
evidence goes. There were two attempts to form a mercantile 
marme, one made by Solomon, ^ and the other by Jehoshaphat 2 
The latter was a complete failure, and it is clear that no private 
person could have undertaken such an enterprise. Trade with 
foreigners, ap^ from commodities brought by caravans from 
distant countries, was secured by the assignment to Israelite 
merchants of certain quarters in foreign cities, and such mer- 
chants seem to have been strictly in the king’s service. We find 
on the other hand, that in Samaria itself similar arrangements 
were made for the accommodation of the ‘servants’ of the kino- 
of Damascus.3 We may assume, too, that the control of the 
caravans was also very largely a royal prerogative. 

This larger commerce played a most important part in the 
life and policy of Israel. Palestine to-day has several exports 
which bring income from outside, especially in various kinds of 
fruit and minerals. But the former were not grown in ancient 
times, while the value of the latter was not realized, and the 
coun^try had little or nothing which could be offered in exchange 
for the characteristic produce of other lands. It is true that there 
was plenty to satisfy the simpler needs of life, and the Israelite 
could rely on adequate supplies of com, wine, oil, flax, wool, 
and other articles needed for his own use. But practically every 
country of the ancient world could normally produce these 
toings; It IS only when we come to fifth-century Athens that we 
hnd a population depending on imports from abroad for its 
daily food. It was not worth while loading caravans to cross 
the desert spaces simply in order to carry these commodities to 
markets already suflSciently stocked with native products, and 

Israelite trader, king or subject, 
had little or nothmg which he could offer in exchange for the 
goods of foreign peoples. This difficulty has met us already in 
considering the reign of Solomon, and we have seen^ how that 


* I Kgs. X. 22. 

Gp. I Kgs. XX. 34. 


^ X Kgs. xxii. 48. 
Above, pp. 253 JOT. 
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extravagant king was put to most serious straits to pay for the 
ostentatious magnificence in which he delighted. While it is 
true that Hiram accepted certain quantities of corn and oil, 
probably for the maintenance of his Lebanon workers, in the 
end the Israelite king was compelled to liquidate his debts by 
the cession of territory. 

On the other hand, some of the great trade routes of the world 
led through Palestine,^ and this gave to the Israelite the only 
opportunity he had of securing an income from without. If 
caravans passed directly through the country, a toll might be 
levied — and we may be sure that it was levied. But a great deal 
of material was brought to the Syrian markets and sold there, 
no doubt at a profit to the native trader. It became, then, a 
primary object of the policy of the Palestinian and Syrian kings 
to secure for themselves as many of these markets as they could. 
Phoenicia had succeeded Byblos as the principal centre for the 
overseas exports of Asia, and the safer route to Egypt still led 
through Damascus, across the plain of Esdraelon, and down the 
Philistine coast. The possession or control of Damascus had been 
in no small measure responsible for the comparative prosperity of 
the reign of David and the early years of Solomon, and the loss 
of that city must have been a very severe blow to Israel. The 
alliances and conquests of the house of Omri clearly have as their 
object the maintenance of control over a section of the great 
trade routes. Plence his alliance with Sidon, and Ahab’s accep- 
tance of Benhadad’s offer of ‘streets in Damascus’, ^ however 
unacceptable it may have been to the prophetic party, was quite 
in accord with the political and economic advantage of Israel. 
We can hardly suppose that the privilege thus granted to Israel 
(a reversion of that previously claimed by Damascus) simply 
meant that the Israelite merchant had the right to sell Pales- 
tinian produce in Damascus; that city could supply for herself 
all that she needed without importing from her neighbours. It 
must have had reference to international trade, and have im- 
plied that Ahab’s officials were free to make their profit from 
the goods brought by eastern caravans for the south and west, 
or from Egypt and Phoenicia for the east. 

It is just here that we find the outstanding difference between 
the position of the northern kingdom and that of Judah. The 

* Sec above, pp. 21 f., especially map on p. 23* 

^ I Kgs. XX. 34; cp. above, pp. 292, 294. 
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latter never, after the time of Datnd, had ^ 
trol the trade route which ran through th P 5 

and tfJe r^ult war tirat, while agricultnre war Pr-med m some 
Darts of the country (though not to the same extent as m the 
north) the southern kingdom was far less j “ 

Le dlection only wt. tirere an 

and that lay to the south-east, through the Red Sea. i he use ot 
t£s Lte demanded the occupation of Edonute temto^y, and 
for the greater part of the period we have just been considering, 
this route was barred to Israel by the independence of Edom. 
It is significant that it is only in the 
there was close alliance between the two Hebjew 
when the north to no small extent contro led the south, that an 
attempt was made to revive commerce through this route. If 
Ahab— and we may assume that the policy was dictated by him 
to Jehoshaphat, and that he, rather than his subordinate, would 
have reaped its benefits— had succeeded in reopemng trade 
communications with the south-east, Israel would once more 
have reached that high condition of commeraal prosperity 
which she had enjoyed only in the last years of David and the 
early days of Solomon. But the attempt failed, and Judah, at 
least, remained shut out from the great world of international 

commerce. , r -i t j 

It seems very unlikely that m ancient Israel any lamiiy hvecl 

in an isolated house, whether large or small. It is true that we 
hear from time to time of single houses, but this is simply due to 
the fact that the neighbours are not involved in the narrative. 
At no time, over the greater part of the territory of Israel, was 
the country secure enough from occasional raiders to make it 
safe for men to live alone. Houses were grouped into villages, 
where they were sure of mutual protection. The site chosen was 
frequently on or near the top of a hiU, and was determined 
partly by the amount of arable land in the neighbourhood, 
partly by the supply of water. In modem Palestine and we 
have no reason to believe that custom has changed in this re- 
spect— the steepness of the slope often makes one house look out 
directly on to the roof of that immediately below it. Only the 


^ The routes leading from the north seem to have been fairly easy to traverse, 
and Jerusalem was always accessible from that direction. But south of Hebron the 
country was dry and travelling comparatively diihcult. Hence Jerusalem did not 
lie on a through route. 
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smallest hamlets were unprotected, and the community always 
tried to surround itself with a wall, which, though not an elabo- 
rate fortification such as that which defended the larger towns, 
was yet protection enough against a mere raid. Within this the 
houses were very closely packed together, and traffic facilities 
must have been even smaller in the country towns and villages 
than in the large cities. The houses seem to have been of the 
same general type as those found in the cities, though there can 
have been comparatively few of larger size. 

One of the most important spots in the whole place was the 
gateway. It was usually the only means whereby a village might 
be entered or left, and it had, for other reasons as well as this, 
a unique position in country life. In the seventh century the 
term was equivalent to ^city’ or ‘town’. Here was the gathering 
of the elders, and of others who wished to talk together, forming 
an assembly much like those which are to be found in the chief 
tent of an Arab encampment at this day. Here business, both 
legal and commercial, might be done, and the place served the 
purposes of a Town Hall. We may suspect that it was one of the 
few spots in the Hebrew village or country town where there 
was any fresh air, and where there was room for people to meet. 

Another of the centres of the village life was the well. It goes 
without saying that every inhabited spot, large or small, must 
have its water supply. This was more particularly the meeting- 
place of the women, since the carriage of water is always a 
woman’s task in the east. The position of womanhood makes it 
unlikely that much serious business was transacted there, but all 
the gossip and much of the social life of the place would be con- 
centrated about the well. In some places the water does not run 
freely, it takes some time for each vessel to be filled, and there 
is plenty of opportunity for extended conversation. The occa- 
sional references call up before us a charming picture of simple, 
happy life and society. 

Many, probably all, of the Hebrew towns and villages had 
cemeteries at no great distance. The treatment of the dead, 
based as it seems to be on animistic ideas which die hard, with 
its elaborate ceremonial and variety of rites and customs, is a 
subject too large to be discussed here. It would seem that bodies 
were always interred, even in those rare cases where a human 
victim was offered up as a holocaust. If possible, a corpse was 
buried within the house occupied by the dead during life. Thus 
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Toab Samuel, and others found their last resting-place in 
S o™ Soie’. A tomb outtide the to™ or ^age might 
be either a pit dug in the ground or a cave hewn out of 
the rock. It does not seem that the body was usually placed 
in a coffin of any kind; the fact that Joseph s 
thus treated is thought worthy of special mention. It was, 
however, only the well-to-do who could look forward to a 
special tomb or burial-place of their own, for we hear of 
‘graves of the common people’, probably larger pits in which 
numbers of bodies might be laid. In any case 
the body was regarded, in Israel as elsewhere, as one of the most 
terrible calamities which could befall any man.2 

Among the essentials of life was a sanctuary. UsuaUy this 
would seem to have been built on the top of the hi 1 on whose 
slopes the town lay, and its structure would be elaborate or 
simple in proportion to the fame and influence of the shrine. 
Here sacrifice would be offered and the sacred dues paid. A 
conspicuous tree might also serve as a suitable site for worship, 
and there may have been places so small as to have no sanctuary. 
But the food regulations 3 were such as to make it imperative that 
every man in Israel should have within comparatively easy 
reach of his home some place where he inight offer sacrifice.^ 

Round the village proper lay the cultivated lands belonging 
to it. Palestine is a stony country, and the farmer, in ancient 
as in modem times, must gather together the loose stones from 
the ground he wishes to till. They might be used to make wa 
and sometimes seem to have collected into tall heaps which 
would serve the purpose of watch-towers.'^ Each family in the 
■village had its own plot, though these were not necessarily 
marked off from one another except by trodden paths and 
landmarks, whose removal was held to be a heinous offence.® 
Vineyards and vegetable gardens needed rather more elaborate 

^ Gen. 1 . 526. The story, in its present form, comes to us from the period im- 
mediately imder discussion, and this detail probably represents the feeling of the 

time of its compilation. ,7/ i j \ ^ 

2 See further, Oesterley, Immortality and tm Unseen World (2nd ed. 1931)5 and 

cp. Deut. xxviii. 26. 

3 In particular, the flesh of the domestic animals might be eaten only when they 

had been offered in sacrifice, and could be consumed only within the precincts of a 
sanctuary. Cp. e.g. i Sam. i., ix. 22-4, &c. v /-i ? 

Cp. Elihu Grant, The People of Palestine, p. 39 (2nd ed. 1921). Dr, Grants 
book forms an admirable account of modern Palestinian life, and may be taken as 
offering some indication of conditions in ancient times. ® Cp, Deut. soevii. 17. 
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care than the grains (of which barley was the chief). Often a 
small shed of some kind, perhaps a rough hut of stone or of 
branches (where trees were plentiful enough) , was built, in which 
a permanent watcher could be placed. This was especially 
necessary during the early autumn, when the grapes were 
beginning to ripen, for the vinedresser has many enemies, both 
animal and human. 

We have little direct evidence as to the housing of the draught 
animals. To this day in the east the smaller cattle, usually goats, 
live freely in the rooms occupied by their owners, but oxen and 
asses would take up too much space. As far as our excavations 
can tell us, there was hardly room in the ordinary village houses 
for stalls or sheds, and occasional references^ seem to suggest that 
accommodation was provided outside the circuit of the village. 
The larger establishments may have had special buildings of 
some kind, but there is no evidence to suggest such extensive 
provision as that supplied, for instance, by Solomon, for horses 
and chariotry. 

The basis of Israel’s economic life was the small peasant 
farmer, the ^crofter’, who lived on the plot that had belonged to 
his family in the past and would be handed down to his descen- 
dants. There were larger farms, but a person who owned one 
was regarded as exceptionally wealthy. Whether the farm were 
large or small, it was worked almost entirely by the owner and 
his household; we hear nothing of the absentee landlords 
receiving rent until the eighth century. The owner’s children, if 
he had any, took their share of the work, and the women of the 
family also had duties out of doors. In the larger families slaves, 
temporary or permanent, and also, possibly, hired labourers, 
might be included. As long as there were men with strength and 
vigour to do the work of the land, and provided that the season 
were favourable, and that no other untoward accident (such as 
a foreign raid) occurred, a comfortable living could be made in 
the fertile lands of Palestine. But the failure of any one of these 
conditions meant hardship. A solitary woman had a bitter 
struggle at any time, and any additional trouble almost certainly 
spelt ruin.^ Drought brought famine in its train, and if it were 

^ Gp. e.g. Gen. xxxHi, 17. While the events described are referred to the nomad 
agCj the passage dates from the monarchy, and the mention of the ‘house’ suggests 
that the writer is thinking of the conditions of a settled community. 

’ In the prophetic stories of the ninth century we have one or two very 
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serious it must have cost countless lives and gravely impover- 
Lhed the survivors. In those ^ 

most exposed to foreign invasions life b^der 

carious, and even in this period we have hin 
warfare between Israel and Damascus which h 
large numbers of households lymg ^^^hm reach of^pWe^mg 
baSds. Yet, in the main, the picture we ^ave of may 

be tahen fairly to represent the genera.1 JjP^^ 

Israelite, the small man with undemable faults o^ous 
weaknesses, but with a sturdy independence p 

conservative outlook, one who would fig * ^hat^the back- 

property and for his rights. It was of such men that the back 

bone of the Israelite nation was composed. ^i^^tilest 

The methods of agriculture seem to have been ' 

The sod was turned up and prepared with a plough, apparenriy 
not a very large or effective instrument. It was such as one man 
might easily carry, and though it was shod with metal, it was 
probably of the general type described by Virgil, somewhat 
resembling that still used in the east. The draught animals wer 
normaUy oxen, though asses might be used; it “ , 

find the Deuteronomic law forbidding the yoking oge 

two species.2 As far as our evidence goes, there was no rotation 
of crops, and the same produce was probably grovm year after 
year in each field, but a fallow year was regularly observed, 
though, perhaps, rather from religious motives than from a 
knowledge of the principles of agriculture. Little seems ^ have 
been known of methods whereby the soil might be rendered 
more fertile, and we have no reference in these early times to the 
use of manure on the ground. The farmer probably depended 
on the natural richness of the soil and on his regular fallow year. 
For working smaller patches of land, a hoe or mattock of some 
kind was used, and there was clearly some method of harrowing 
it. The gathered crop was taken to the threshing-floor, a space 
of hard earth, usually on the hill-top. There the grain was 
beaten out from the ear with a sledge, a flat instrument made oi 


illuminating references to the hardships which might befall a poor widow, cp. i l^s. 
xvii. 8 ff., 2 Kgs. iv. 1-7. The former of these concerns a Phoenician woman, but 
the same conditions would prevail in Israel. 

^ The stories of Ruth and of the Shunamite woman (2 Kgs. viii. 1-5) show now 
even wealthy families might be reduced through famine. In these cases Ihe suilerers 
were compelled to migrate, but that was their only hope of surviving, and it 
normally meant the loss of their land. 
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heavy boards and studded beneath with stones and pieces of 
metal. This was dragged over the corn by draught animals^ 
usually oxen. The grain was winnowed with a Tan’, a large 
shovel which was used to toss it into the air, when the wind 
would blow away the chaff and allow the grain to fall back to 
the floor. Grit and dust were cleaned out of it with a sieve. 
Some minor crops were beaten out with a flailJ 

We have fewer references to the work of growing vines and 
olives, the other two most important products of the soil. Vines, 
however, we know to have been grown in rows, and the grapes, ■ 
when gathered, were trampled out in a winepress, whence the 
fresh juice was drawn off and allowed to ferment. We have no 
direct information as to the details of its manufacture. Olives 
were either crushed or beaten; the latter process was supposed to 
supply the purer and better oil. The importance of the olive 
lay in the fact that its oil was the only form of fat commonly 
in use in Israelite cooking, as we see, not only from such 
passages as i Kgs. xvii. 12, but also from the sacrificial 
regulations. 

Baking was done in an oven, which might be one of two kinds. 
The first was an inverted bowl under which the leavened dough 
was placed, the hot coals being raked over it, the other was a 
dome-shaped structure which was placed over the fire, and the 
cakes of dough laid upon it. Probably Hos. vii. 6 refers to an 
oven of this kind. In the cities the art of confectionery attained 
a high standard, and probably owed something to foreign, 
especially Egyptian, influence. 

It is a striking fact that there is no distinctive Palestinian 
pottery. The forms, indeed, are graceful, especially in the period 
we are now considering, but they are clearly borrowed from other 
sources, perhaps mainly Philistine.^ Three general classes may 
be distinguished. We have first of all the common pottery, 
vessels that were made on the wheel, but without much art 
except the mere form. They are made, for the most part, of a 
brown clay, burnt red; others are made of a 'greyware, burning 
drab or pink when well baked. Bowls and jugs usually bear 
a thick haematite wash.’^ These include two-handled jars of 
various sizes, jugs with a single handle, bowls, dishes, and lamps. 


^ Gp. Isa. xxviii. 27. 

^ For a summary discussion see J. W. Jack, Samaria in Aha¥s Time, pp. 26-33. 
^ Harvard Excavations at Samaria, i, 
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They were of a kind that might be used by ordinary people, and 

were probably very cheap. 

The second type is of a finer make altogether, and is highly 
burnished. Examples are naturally not so abundant, but the 
shapes are similar to those of the last class. The third type, 
which includes decorated pottery, is suspected of being Greek, 
and may belong to a period as late as 400 b.g. — at least as far as 
the specimens and fragments found in Samaria are concerned. 
In any case, they do not seem to belong to the time of the early 
monarchy. 

In addition to these a large number of osttaka have been 
found. These are simply broken pieces of pottery which have 
been used as a writing material, and the collection in Samaria is 
interesting as many of them bear the names of the places whence 
they emanated. We can thus see that the type was not peculiar to 
Samaria itself, but was found in other parts of the country as 
well. 

Remains in metal are rare, and seem to be confined to iron 
spear and arrow heads. A few objects of ivory have been 
recovered, usually of Egyptian provenance. 

In these circumstances it will be readily understood that 
finance was normally a simple and, indeed, an elementary 
matter. In the country most of the trade was evidently done 
by barter, and even in the cities this method may have been 
adopted in many instances. There was no regular currency; 
money, such as it was, took the form of silver bullion, and had to 
be weighed out whenever payments were made.^ Thus, the 
equipment of every trader included small scales for the apprais- 
ing of the customer’s money as well as the measures needed for 
estimating the quantity of goods supplied. It seems, however, 
that in this period the use of money was considerably extended, 
and that it was making its way into the country as well as into 
the cities. A farmer’s difficulties might compel him to borrow, 
and the money-lenders formed a regular and familiar profession. 
Money would be lent on some security; for a small loan a man’s 
"cloak’ might be taken, but if so it must be restored to the owner 
for use at night.^ For larger debts the peasant could offer only 

^ Gp. Amos viii. 5, where the dishonest tradesman cheats his customer in two 
ways over a single purchase, ‘making small the ephah* — giving short measui'e, and 
‘enlarging the shekel’— securing more than a fair quantity of sliver in exchange for 
his goods, 

* Exod. xxii, 26. The ‘Book of the Covenant’ almost certainly belongs to tlie 
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Ms land, his own person, or some member of his family, and if 
the debt fell due and was not paid, the person pledged was 
liable to be sold into slavery.^ 

Slavery was of two kinds, permanent and limited. The first 
type aflfected captives taken in war, women, and those born 
in the household of slave women. Israelite men taken for debt 
or for some other reason belonged to the second type. The slave- 
period was six years, and at the end of that time the master was 
bound to let the slave go free, unless the latter expressed a 
preference for slavery, when he would be transferred to the 
class of the permanent slave. The Israelite rule in this matter 
was similar to that which prevailed all over the ancient east, 
though the period varied, being only three years instead of six 
in Babylonia. Apart from the distinction between slave and 
free, there is practically no trace of a system of ‘caste^ or of 
social orders in Israel, ^ and, indeed, such a division of society 
would be entirely at variance with the normal sense of 
brotherhood and equality which the genuine tradition of Israel 
maintained. 

The actual processes of government were doubtless carried on 
along the traditional lines. Justice would be administered by 
local officials, or by the informal court of the elders of the 
locality, though in the larger towns some more formal and 
definite appointments must have been made. As always in the 
east, the principal business of the local administration was the 
collection of taxes, payable in kind. For this purpose the country 
was divided up into districts, and we may suspect that the old 
arrangement of Solomon was generally observed. We have a 
certain amount of contemporary evidence, both from Israel and 
from Judah in the ostraka and royal jar-handles of which so 
many have been found. It would seem that the latter, which are 
characteristic of Judah, belong without exception to the eighth 

first half of the monarchy, though it is clear that some of its provisions were honoured 
in the breach rather than in the observance. 

* Cp. 2 Kgs. iv. I, where the use of the article implies that the money- 

lender was a regular feature of Israelite life. 

* The attempt of M. Lurje, Studien zur Geschichte der wirtschaftlicken und soziden 
Verhdltnisse im Israeliiisch-judischen Reidie (1927), to show that there was a class of 
^gentry’ in Israel as in Mesopotamia, is hardly successful. The evidence adduced 
is very scanty and can all be explained in other ways. Moreover, the distinction in 
Babylon is so obvious and has left so clear an impress on the legal system, that if it 
had existed in Israel some unmistakable traces would surely have shown them- 
selves. 
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century.^ But this probably means only that a new method of 
Registration was then introduced, while the old chvisions were 
retained. The four districts seem to have had_^ their admims- 
trative capitals the towns of Socoh, Hebron, Ziph, ^ am- 
shath. If Mamshath is correctly identified with the Roman 
Mampsis^ and with the modern Qurnub,3 then it would seem 
that the four districts ran practically longitudinally east and 
west across Judah, though it is possible that the Hebron ^strict 
extended as far north as Jerusalem and that the Socoh district 

included all the Judaean Shephelah. _ 

The exact meaning and purpose of the Samaritan ostr(^a have 
been disputed, but the most probable solution (seeing that they 
were all found preserved in a special room in the palace ot 
Ahab) seems to be that they were dockets or invoices sent wi& 
wine and oil paid as tribute. In that case the names will include 
the prefects of the district. A number of the places mentioned 
have beenidentified, and all areto be found in western Manasseh, 
in the third of Solomon’s administrative districts. Even these 
seem to have been subdivided, inasmuch as we find the names of 
more than one officer from the same locality in the same year. It 
seems to be a curious accident that has preserved these dockets 
belonging to a single district, and, as far as the places have been 
identified, to no other, but we may assume that the rest of the 
northern kingdom was similarly apportioned, and that officers 
were appointed for the regular collection of tribute. 

The administration of the army, again, does not seem to have 
developed far beyond that of the united kingdom. A somewhat 
larger establishment may have been needed, owing to the 
increase in the force of chariotry, which was nearly half as large 
again under Ahab as it had been under Solomon, even if the 
forces of Judah are included in those of Israel. There was in 
addition a standing force of cavalry and infantry, conveniently 
subdivided, though we must suppose that the great armies which 
were raised on special occasions — e.g. to meet Shalmaneser in 
853 B.C.— were largely based on local levies. As to the officem 
we hear expressly in 2 Kgs. i. 9 ff* of captains of fifty. This is 

' For a discussion of the whole subject see Alt, Israels Gaiie mter Salomo in Alt- 
Ustamentliche Studien (Kittel Festschrift) , pp. i-i 9 (l 9 1 3) ; Albright, ‘The Administra- 
tive Divisions of Israel and Judah’, in the Journal of the Palestine Oriental Society, v 
(i 925) j pp. 1 7-54; J* W. Jackj Samaria in Ahab^s Time^ pp. 84-105. 

^ B.ommd, Expository TimeSy 1901, p. 208. 

* Hartmann, of the Palestine Oriental Society y iv (1924), p. 153, n. i. 
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a small 1111115 and must have been included in larger bodies^ 
probably thousands. 

Religion in this period seems to have advanced little from 
that of Solomon^s day or even earlier. One effect of the mon- 
archy was undoubtedly to give prestige to the shrines which 
were especially patronized by the Idngs, but there seems to have 
been very little attempt to secure any actual centralization of 
worship — none at all in the northern kingdom. Even Asa, who 
secures the approval of the Deuteronomic editor of Kings ^ is 
expressly stated to have allowed worship at the local sanctuaries 
to continue. His son, Jehoshaphat, however, does seem to have 
made a tentative effort at a reform in this direction, and though 
he did not venture to remove the sanctuaries themselves, he did 
seek to purify their cult by eliminating the hierodules. If we 
may judge from the silence of the record, however, his action did 
not extend to the female prostitutes who appear to have been a 
regular feature of these local cults A 

The period is, however, remarkable for the definite protest 
made by Elijah against the introduction of the Tyrian Baal as an 
oBject of worship in Israel. We have already discussed this from 
its social and political aspects, and it remains to notice the exact 
extent to which Elijah seems to have wished to go. As far as we 
know, he made no attempt w^hatever to remove, or even to pro- 
test against, the Israelite cultus as carried on at Bethel and other 
sanctuaries. He seems to have had no objection to the worship 
of the bull, and certainly does not appear to have suggested 
that there was anything wrong in the presence of more than one 
altar. On the contrary, one of his complaints of his people is 
that they have thrown down the altars of Yahweh,^ and he him- 
self took pains to repair the ruined altar on Mount Carmel, and 
offered sacrifice upon it. 3 

It is, further, clear that, when Ahab acquiesced in the pro- 
motion of the cult of Melkart, he had no intention of eliminating 
the worship of Yahweh. The names of three of his children are 
known to us — ^Ahaziah, Jehoram, and Athaliah, and all three are 
compounds including the name of Yahweh. This in itself should 
acquit their father of the charge of deliberate apostasy. The 
activities of his wife were, no doubt, more drastic, but even so, 
we may well believe that there was a point beyond which the 
king would not be prepared to go. 

' I Kgs.xxii. 46 (Hcb. 47). ® i Kgs. xix. 10, 14. 
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The development of prophecy during the period is interesting 
and important. Perhaps owing to Tyrian influence, there grew 
up the custom of maintaining a number of devotees a,bout the 
court. Jezebel had a large staff of Melkart ecstatics-esti- 
mated It four hundred and fifty by the historiani-who were 
maintained at the queen’s expense. Later^ we he^ 
four hundred prophets of Yahweh who similarly attended toe 
king, and took the place of the old priestly lot vtoen he wished 
to inquire of Yahweh. The assumption of this function is 
interesting, for in earfler days it was usual for the prophet to act 
and speak purely on toe impulse of his own experience, and, 
except in the case of Ahijah,3 we have no reference before this 
time to the formal consultation of a prophet (as distinct from a 
seer) 

Still more striking are the positions of Elij ah and Micaiah. Each 
stands entirely alone. The infection which the ecstasy coiiveyed 
tended to make the prophets gregarious, and we have already 
seen in the stories of Saul how they were normally to be found 
in companies. The narratives which concern Elisha belong 
properly to the next period, but toey show tendencies that were 
not new in his day. It is clear that the ecstatics were now begin- 
ning to form communities (if they had not previously done so) 
and to settle down on favourable sites in the country. Prophecy 
became a profession, and was no longer the irresistible impulse 
of a man who had other occupations, such as Saul. In stories 
which deal with the second half of the ninth century we find toe 
phrase ‘sons of toe prophets’, which implies a special caste and 
community. Much of toe work of Elisha is said to have been 
concerned with these communities, but he was clearly not their 
founder, and their development is not unnatural from the ecstatic 
bands of the pre-monarchic days. 

But Elijah and Micaiah are in no way connected with these 
professional establishments ; Micaiah, at any rate, has suf- 
ficient independence of spirit to remain unaffected by the 
prophetic crowd about him. We do not hear of the professional 
prophet’s inner experience; he does not claim to have received 
his message through toe ‘second sight’. It is Micaiah who 
exhibits that combination of ecstatic and seer which later 
became typical, and details to the king4 that which he has seen 


* I Kgs. xiviii. I9e 
I I Kgs. xiv, i~i8. 


* I Kgs. xxii. 6 . 

^ X Kgs. .xxii, 17-23. 
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on two different occasions. It does not appear that he actually 
sees the visions as he stands before Ahab; he describes them as in 
the past, and tells the king what his experience has been. Yet 
Ahab recognizes him as a genuine prophet of Yahweh, and, hot 
as is his feeling against him, he does not dare to have him put to 
death. It is these men of genuine personal inspiration who are 
the forerunners of the great ethical prophets of the eighth and 
seventh centuries. 

Next, we note another symptom in the prophetic movement. 
This is the tendency to take a practical part in political life, 
and to stand quite definitely in opposition to the monarchy. 
We have already had a hint of this in the story of Jeroboam 
and Ahijah, but it may have been projected backwards 
into the history from a later age. There is, however, no 
doubt as to the attitude taken by Elijah, and tradition tells us 
that Elisha was his ti'ue successor in this respect. In prophets of 
this type it was especially the common people whose views and 
feelings found expression. The prophets were socially and 
politically insignificant, save in so far as they were the spokesmen 
of the great mass of the people. They were in a very real sense 
the inheritors and the guardians of that democratic principle 
which Israel had preserved from nomad days, and within 
twelve years of the death of Ahab their feelings had grown so 
strong that they were able to engineer a dynastic revolution. 

Before we pass on to the next period in the history of Israel, 
we should note that the early monarchy was a time of great 
literary activity. Whether this was the work of the prophetic 
circles or of some other groups, it is impossible to say; but the 
former alternative appears far less probable than it did a genera- 
tion ago. There was a professional class of scribes, and the 
sanctuaries themselves may have done something to contribute 
to the general literary output. There was, of course, no such 
thing as publication in our modern sense of the term, but part of 
the business of scribes, especially of those attached to the royal 
courts, was to make copies of the annals and of other documents. 
We do not know whether any Israelite king ever sought to 
establish libraries such as those of the Assyrian kings, especially 
of Ashur-bani-pal. But a fair amount of material now foimd in 
our Old Testament must date from this age. 

We need not consider poetry. Poetry is older than prose, as 
speech is older than writing, and it takes shape long before men 
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exhibit the same general principles of law. There are, of course, 
differences, and while the resemblances are so great as to make a 
theory of independent origin impossible, it is quite clear that 
none of them is directly derived from one of the oAers. It is 
strange, but apparently undeniable, that it is the Old Teja- 
ment types of the laws which have retained the more primitive 
form. Even the Mesopotamian codes, ancient as they are, have 
been adapted to a more highly developed community, and must 
have passed through a long history, during which they have been 
considerably modified. We are therefore compelled to assume 
that the general type of law reached the Mediterranean coast- 
lands not later than the middle of the third millennium b.g., and 
that it retained its primitive character there long after the more 
hiffhly cultured nations of the north and east had developed 


^TsSnpared with these other codes, those of Israel were clearly 
adapted to an agricultural community rather than to a coni- 
mercial people, to peasants rather than to city-dwellers. It is 
interesting to note that in most respects the Israelite laws are the 
harsher; the death penalty is far more often inflicted, and (to 
take a single illustrative detail) the period of legal slavery is six 
years instead of three. We also observe, however, that this 
severer tone is manifest in Israel most frequently in cases^ of 
injury done to persons; where property is damaged, the position 
is reversed, and it is the other codes which tend to be the more 
stringent. This change in the ratio of personal to material values 
is what we should expect in a community which was developing 
an elaborate commercial system. 

A further difference is to be found in the suggestion of a 


primitive, almost animistic, outlook offered by the Old Testa- 
ment codes. This is most obvious in the laws relating to blood- 
shed. It is clear that the primitive reason for executing the 
murderer lay in the fear that blood spilt by violence might 
injure the living unless it were covered by the blood of the 
slayer. While this does not seem to have had any material 
influence on the actual provisions of the Old Testament codes, it 
clearly had not wholly died out. In the other codes bloodshed 
demands a penalty, either in accord with the principles of the 
lex talionis, or in compensation for damage suffered by the 
kindred of the dead. This is, perhaps, more obvious than else- 
where in the case of a man who has been killed when there is no 
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clue to the murderer. In the Old Testament law^ a ceremonial 
is prescribed which is clearly designed to free the nearest im 
habited spot (on which responsibility would naturally fall) from 
danger resulting from the murder. In the code of Hammurabi 
there is nothing said about ritual purification, but the city has to 
pay the dead man’s relatives a mina of silver. Obviously the 
whole outlook of the latter code is characteristic of a higher 
culture. 

Another feature to which attention may be called is the social 
and political organization which is assumed. The Old Testa- 
ment has a law defining and restricting the powers of the crown,^ 
which is in itself eloquent testimony to the democratic spirit 
prevailing in Israel throughout the whole history of the mon- 
archy. But the king is nowhere else mentioned in any of the 
Israelite codes. Now, more than once, we find in other codes 
that the king stands in a privileged position. Criminals may 
be sentenced to become 'slaves of the king’ for a period in the 
Assyrian law. Among the Hittites the king has authority to 
pardon certain offences, especially those against the laws 
relating to sex. In Israel, on the other hand, we hear of a 'prince’, 3 
of judges,^ officials,^ and elders, but their function is always to 
administer the law, and they have no special privilege or position. 

Finally, we must repeat what has often been said, that, in spite 
of a harshness which appears in certain instances, on the whole, 
there is a humanitarian tone in the Old Testament codes which 
is almost entirely lacking elsewhere. Conspicuous is the kindly 
treatment demanded for the slave, and for the depressed classes. 
The fugitive slave is to be sheltered, not to be handed over to his 
master.^ Particularly instructive are the laws of Ex. xxii. 25-7,^ 
Deut.xxiv. 65 10-13, which restrict theactionofthemoney-lender 
in taking and keeping his pledge. These have no parallel else- 
where, and they serve as illustrations of a general tendency 
which may be observed in the whole of the Israelite attitude. It 
was not without some justification that a seventh-century writer 
took pride in the 'statutes and judgements’ which Yahweh had 
given His people.^ 

^ Deut. xxi. 1-9. , ® Deut. xvii. 14-20., 

^ KW, Exod. xxii. 28 (Hcb. 27). ^ ^ 

^ Deut. xxiii. 15 f. It should be noted, however, that in this passage the slave is 
apparently one who has escaped from some foreign country, while the parallels in 
the Sumerian and Hammurabi codes think of one who has fled from a fellow- 
countryman, and is therefore still his property. ^ Heb. 24-6. ® Deut. iv. 8. 
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W E have now followed the story of Israel to the point atwHdi 
the nation may be said to have reached its political zenith. 
We have seen how the comparative peace accorded to the land 
by the weakness of the two older centres of civilization (Egypt 
and Mesopotamia) gave opportunity to the genius of David to 
form a strong state, through the overthrow of the Philistines, 
the one power that might have proved a rival to Israel. We have 
watched how the chances presented to Israel were wasted 
through the prodigality, vanity and ostentation of Solomon and 
the folly of Rehoboam. We have traced the growth of power in 
the hands of Omri, which, in spite of the division of the land 
and its impoverishment by his predecessors, might, in happier 
circumstances, have led to a re-establishment of the former glory 
of the country; and we have observed the rising of the cloud in 
the east which was one day to overshadow the whole of western 
Asia, and even to pass beyond the borders of Egypt. And now it 
falls to us to mark the collapse of Israel as an independent people,, 
to trace the slow process by which she slipped more and more 
into the power of the great eastern empire, until first, the north 
lost its independence, and finally, three centuries after the time 
of Omri, the last stronghold of Hebrew national life was des- 
troyed, and Israel, as a political unit, ceased to exist. Already, 
even in the reign of Ahab, it is clear that the seeds were being 
sown which would lead to disaster, and that there were elements 
within the nation which might constitute a grave peril. For Israel 
perished, not merely because of the power of Assyria, but also 
because of her own inherent failure to maintain her standards. 
There was a social and political cancer within the body politic 
which made ruin sooner or later inevitable. It is possible that an 
internally healthy Israel might, in the end, have had to succumb 
to Assyria, but, as the clearest minds in her midst saw, she was 
suffering from diseases which must in any event have proved 
fatal. 

Thus, externally, the outstanding feature of the period was the 
power of Assyria. The long age of comparative eclipse had come 
to an end, and she was now ready to take her place as the world’s 
dominant nation. Her own immediate frontiers had been 
strengthened, and the dangerous tribes on the north and north- 
east thoroughly quelled. Babylon, always the weakest point, 
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was more or less quiescent, and though she broke occ^ionally 
into revolt (the most serious movement is at the end of the eighm 
century), she was never so powerful that a few campaigns co 
not repress her. The way was open for a great advance west- 
ward, where the timber stores of Lebanon and the sea-borne 
trade of Phoenicia offered strong inducenients to conquest. Yet 
her progress was not uniform, and during the first hundred 
years of the period is hardly to be noted. The power of such an 
empire as that of Assyria necessarily depends on the personality 
of its kings, and the successors of Shalmaneser III fell below the 
standard required for their task. Between 841 and 745 b.c. there 
was no serious Assyrian menace to Israel, though Damascus was 
struck down in 805 B.c., and if the Palestinian states had been 
masters of sufficient political insight, they might have used their 
respite to band themselves together into a firmly knit unit, which 
would have had an opportunity of resisting the encroachments 
of their great enemy. 

But none of the little kings of the west seems to have had the 
slightest understanding of the trend of contemporary history. 
Instead of co-operating and allying themselves one with another, 
they continued the old ruinous policy of perpetual conffict. The 
border warfare knew no cessation, and all the countries about 
Israel and Judah were given to sending out bands of plunderers 
and slave-raiders.^ Thus impoverished and decimated, the 
people were also steadily losing their moral through the grave 
economic and social changes that were passing over them, with 
the result that when at last the danger obviously threatened, and 
an attempt was made to form a political alliance which might 
offer some resistance to the advancing enemy, there were no 
longer the reserves of man-power and of courage which alone 
could have given the slightest hope of success to the defence. 

To these causes of decline must be added the intrigues of 
Egypt. This country, too, had fallen on evil days, yet from time 
to time she passed into the hands of some king, abler and 
stronger than his immediate predecessors, often a foreigner, and 
so won a short space of new life. She never (save for a brief 
interval at the end of the seventh century) made any serious 
attempt to claim sovereignty over the Palestinian states, but she 
could not forget that she had once been great. She lived, too, 

* For pictures of the conditions prevailing in the eighth century cp. c.g. Amos 
I 3-ii. 3. 
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especially towards the end of the period, when the possibilities 
of Assyrian conquest became more and more obvious, in per* 
petual fear lest she herself should be overcome and absorbed 
into the great empire that threatened to swallow the world. She 
was in no position to meet the threat with armed resistance; 
only once did she make the attempt, as far as we know, and its 
issue was disastrous for her. She relied rather on intrigue, and 
sought to keep the Assyrian at bay by stirring up disloyalty and 
rebellion in the states which she could reach without difficulty. 
She did not want an Assyrian army in the Delta, and it seemed 
to her that the best plan to avoid this calamity was to keep her 
enemy busy elsewhere. The policy was futile, for it led 
in the end to the complete annexation of these little princi- 
palities, and brought the Assyrians on to the very frontiers of 
Egypt; but it was beyond the power of the Egyptian politicians 
to foresee even so obvious a result as this. ‘A broken reed, on 
which if a man lean it shall pierce his hand’^ was the judgement 
of an acute observer, and it serves as a summary of her history 
for these two centuries. The Hebrew monarchies, torn by local 
dissensions, demoralized by new social conditions, falling into 
anarchy and political confusion, and snared by the cunning 
intrigue of a futile Egypt, went their road to destruction. 

The Israelite kingdoms did not fall into ruins together. Within 
the space of a few years in the second half of the eighth century 
the northern monarchy came to an end, but the southern 
endured for nearly a century and a half longer. This seems to 
have been due to two causes. In the first place, Judah was more 
submissive than Israel, and had, at the same time, a more stable 
government, and therefore a more consistent policy. When once 
she had accepted the suzerainty of Assyria, she remained faith- 
ful to her overlords, except for one short interval at the end of 
the eighth century, when her disloyalty came within an ace of 
destroying her independent existence. As a matter of fact, the 
kingdom of Assyria came to an end nearly thirty years before 
the kingdom of Judah. The second cause may well have been 
her comparative insignificance. Samaria was a province which 
stood on one of the world’s main highways, and the country was 
in touch with most of the great movements of the day. An 
eastern king who wished to control the trade routes to the south, 
or to prepare the way for an ultimate advance upon Egypt, was 

* Language ascribed to tbc Rabshakeh, 2 Kgs. xviii. 21. 
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compelled at least to neutralize Samaria^ and could not feel that 
the end was in sight until the city was reduced and the country 
placed under more or less direct Assyrian rule. But Jerusalem 
lay away in the hills, far above the great roads. No doubt 
she could make herself unpleasant to caravans or to armies 
marching along the Philistine plain, but she could not seriously 
menace the safety of communications, and the policy of Sargon 
shows him far more anxious to reduce the cities of the maritime 
plain than to meddle with Jerusalem and her people. There was 
less plunder, too, to be got from the little mountain state, and on 
all accounts the armies of Assyria did well to let Jerusalem alone, 
unless the folly of her government compelled them to inter- 
fere. When she did fall, the Chaldeans were the instruments 
of her destruction, and it was her own insistent meddling with 
international politics which made it necessary for Nebuchad- 
rezzar to suppress her if he would maintain his position in 
the west. 

Few periods in ancient history are better documented than this, 
especially after the middle of the eighth century. For the first hun- 
dred years, it is true, we have little outside the book of Kings on 
which to rely. Our external sources are confined to the inscriptions 
of Shalmaneser III, and after his death there is a gap in the dealings 
between Assyria and Israel. But from the beginning of the reign of 
Tiglath-pileser III (745 b.g.) we have abundance of material for 
history. The last kings of Assyria, from Tiglath-pileser down to Ashur- 
bani-pal, have left us fairly detailed accounts of their reigns, and we 
know more about this section of Assyrian history than we do of many 
periods in the story of medieval Europe. For events which took 
place in the outer world during the last Judahite reigns, we have the 
Babylonian Chronicle, though, unfortunately, we have, as yet, no 
complete copy. We are fairly well acquainted with events in Egypt, 
though these throw only an indirect light on what was happening 
in Palestine. 

But from the middle of the eighth century we have from Israelite 
sources a wealth of material of a kind only too rare in the ancient 
world. This is to be found in the prophetic literature of the Old 
Testament, or at least in the utterances of the pre-exiiic prophets. 
Amos^ Hosea^ Isaiah, Micah, Z^phaniah, Mahum, Habakkuk, and Jeremiah 
are extraordinarily illuminating, partly from their references to 
contemporary events (though these are often allusive and uncertain 
of interpretation), but still more from the fact that they do not repre^ 
sent the official court view, as nearly ail other ancient records do. 
The prophetic literature is essentially popular, in the sense that its 
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pictures are those of life as seen through the eyes of the ordinary citizen^ 
who has no temptation or inclination to glorify a king or to extol a 
dynasty — often the contrary. Thus the light they throw on the condi- 
tions of their day is almost without parallel, and affords us oppor- 
tunities of seeing the life of Israel at this period as we can seldom see 
it at any other time. 
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Chapter XVI 

THE PROPHETIC REVOLUTION 

SUMMARY 

[In spite of repeated Assyrian assaults the border warfare with Syria 
continued through the reigns of Ahab’s sons. Occasionally formal 
war broke out, and once Samaria was besieged and nearly starved 
into surrender. But Israel retained enough strength to attempt once 
more the subjugation of Moab. That country was laid waste, but 
the capital did not fall, and Moab retained its independence. Edom, 
too, revolted from Judah. 

In 842 or 841 B.G. a revolution was brought on by the prophetic 
party in Israel, Jehoram, and Ahaziah of Judah being murdered by 
Jehu, who destroyed Baal worship in an act of horrible massacre. He 
deserted the general Palestinian alliance, and Damascus, left alone, 
was unable to resist Shalmaneser III. But the city soon recovered from 
the destruction wrought in 841 b.c., with the result that Jehu and his 
successors still suffered from Syrian rivalry and oppression. In Judah 
the throne was usurped on the death of Ahaziah by his mother 
Athaliah, daughter of Ahab, but she was put to death by a priestly 
revolt in 835 b.c., and was succeeded by her young grandson, Jehoash. 
The cult of the Tyrian Baal was definitely and finally uprooted, 
though on its social and moral side the prophetic piutest seems to 
have passed unheeded.] 

S halmaneser iii had been repulsed by a coalition of most of 
the kings of the west, but the alliance hardly survived the 
withdrawal of the Assyrian armies. Within a year, the old state 
of frontier warfare broke out again. The aggressor was Ahab, 
who may have seen in the weakening of the power of Damascus, 
through losses sustained at Karkar, an opportunity for the 
recovery of parts of that Transjordanic territory which had 
always been claimed by Israel, but had been so long in S}Tian 
occupation. The policy was short-sighted, but the Assyrians 
had gone, and Israelite statesmen were seldom able to see 
beyond a very limited horizon. A real understanding of the 
Assyrian ambition and power would have told the western 
princedoms that the day of reckoning was only postponed, and 
that it behoved them, if they would face it with any hope of 
success, to make every preparation for a further united resis- 
tance, instead of sapping their strength by petty but wasteful 
border strife. Ahab may have had further plans. Mesha was 
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Still independent^ and there can have been little country to the 
east of Jordan that was not held either by Moab or by Damascus. 
It is possible that the Israelite king hoped to use the northern 
part of this territory as a base from which an attempt could be 
made to reduce the south. Moab sent no contingent to !Karkar, 
and was, presumably, still strong. 

The story of Ahab’s effort to recover Ramoth-gilead has been 
mentioned in Chapter XIV, and here demands no further 
reference. Its importance lies in the fact that it marks the 
revival of local warfare, which continued throughout the reigns 
of Ahab’s two sons. We have few details, and what we have 
comes to us in the main from the stories of Elisha. In the narra- 
tives no king is named, but we must assume that he was generally 
Jehoram, the second of Ahab’s sons, since the former, Ahaziah, 
is given a reign of only two years. ^ While we cannot always 
trust to the details of these stories, which are essentially folk-tales 
about a national hero, they do serve to give us an extremely 
interesting and reliable general picture of the conditions of the 
time. Three or four of them bear directly on events whose 
historicity need not be questioned, though we may suspect that 
Elisha’s part in them has been somewhat exaggerated. It must, 
however, be remembered that it was only because he was held 
to have been one of the actors in the scenes depicted, that the 
narratives themselves have come down to us. 

Two of the narratives allude to raiding bands. The first is the 
well-known story of N aaman, the leper, who hears of the possibility 
of a cure from a slave-girl taken in such an expedition.^ The 
second^ tells of an attempt made by the king of Syria (unnamed, 
as usually happens in these stories of Elisha) to seize the person 
of the prophet himself, who is suspected of frustrating the plans 
of the raiders by revealing them to his own king. The story of 
Naaman is important inasmuch as it implies that there was no 
formal war between the two countries concerned. The king of 
Syria is able to send a letter to the king of Israel, and the latter’s 
comment is that the sender is seeking an opportunity for war. In 
modern phrase, diplomatic relations have not been broken off; 
the governments are at peace if the people are at war, and the 

* I Kgs. xxii. 51 fF. (Heb. 52 fF,). We must, however, leave open the possibility 
that, since no Israelite king is ever named, the Eiisha stories all belong (as some of 
them certainly do) to the reigns of Jehu and his successors. ^ 2 Kgs. v. 

3 2 Kgs. vi.. 8-23. 

.. • Z 2 


340 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

situation recalls the relations between Spain and England 
during the first thirty years of the reign of Elizabeth. Much the 
same impression is given by tire story of Elisha’s capture of the 
powerful band sent out to seize him. When he has them safely 
in Samaria, the king desires to destroy them, and the prophet 
saves them by reminding him that they would not have been 
put to death if they had been prisoners of war— how much less 
when the situation is what it is?^ This suggestion of free inter- 
course between the two peoples, implying the absence of formal 
war, is further brought out by the story of the visit of Elisha to 
Damascus mentioned in 2 Kgs. viii. 7 ff. Not only is he free to 
come and go— in spite of the fact that the king has once sought 
his life!— but he is recognized in Damascus, and his advice is 
sought there as eagerly as in his own country. It may be that tire 
story is to be attributed to a desire to magnify the Israelite 
prophet as honoured in the eyes of all the world, but even if it be 
unhistorical, it does at least show that free communication was 
held to be possible at the time when the narrative was compiled. 

But though there was no formal war between the two govern- 
ments, this irregular series of raids by the one people on the 
other must have tended to the steady weakening of the national 
resources. While nominally maintaining peace the king of 
Damascus is represented as being interested in these attacks, and 
as directing their operations to some extent, until the skill of 
Elisha makes them useless.^ And we may take it for granted 
that, though it is only Syrian forays that are described for us, the 
Israelites were not prepared to accept the position tamely, and 
there must have been retaliation, more or less effective. We need 
not doubt that the Syrians were the stronger, as is uniformly 
represented in our stories, but it is unlikely that Israelite re- 
prisals were a complete failure, and the Syrian border country 
must also have suffered. The extent and seriousness of some of 
the more ambitious expeditions are attested by the story which 
brings a large Syrian company as far as Dothan, which is in the 
pass connecting the plain of Sharon with the plain of Esdraelon. 

Elisha is introduced into another story, in which, perhaps, he 
played originally a smaller part than he does in its present form .3 

’ 2 Kgs. vi. 21 f.__ » Cp. 2 Kgs. vi. 8-23. 

’2 Kgs. yi. 24-vii. 20. The narrative has suffered in course of transmission. In 
particular, it must surely have given a reason why the king should have regarded 
Elisha as the source of the nation's troubles. The messenger of vi. 32 f. seems out of 
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This time wc have a regular war, for the whole armed force of 
the Syrians is collected, and, not content with attacking small 
and undefended villages and carrying off plunder and prisoners, 
they invest Samaria. The horrors of the siege are vividly brought 
out by a story of cannibalism, ^ and the city is evidently at the 
last extremity when the Syrians fall into a panic and flee, leaving 
everything behind them. The reason given is their sudden fear 
that the king of Israel has hired Hittites and ‘Musri’^ to rescue 
him. There may well be an historical fact lying behind their fear, 
for it is quite possible that such an expedition to the south was 
made by these powers in the interval between the two main 
Assyrian expeditions to the west. 

We may, then, assume the accuracy of the general picture 
presented to us by these narratives, viz. constant hostility 
between Syria and Israel, normally confined to raids by one 
party or the other, but sometimes breaking into open warfare. 
The Israelite king is either Jehoram or Jehoahaz,^ for nowhere is 
it suggested that the activity of Elisha is to be placed in the reign 
of Ahab, and for some time after 841 b.g. Damascus was almost 
certainly too weak to take the vigorous action which these 
narratives presuppose. But it is clear that both kingdoms were 
suffering and both were drawing nearer to the edge of calamity. 

Another expedition described as occurring during the reign of 
Jehoram^ is certainly historical. This is the joint invasion of 

place in the story, which in other ways assumes that the king comes himself. Cp. 
Skinner, i and s Kings, pp. 308 f. The provenance of the story is also disputed, 
Wellhausen, Kittel, Driver, and others ascribing it to a collection of narratives 
dealing with tiie wars of the kings of Israel, whilst others (e.g. Benzinger) find close 
similarities with other passages taken from the narratives about the prophets. Per- 
haps Benzinger is right {Die Bucher der Kdnige, p. 142) in regarding it as composite, 
drawing elements from both sources. ^ 2 Kgs. vi. 26-30. 

^ Probably not Egypt, as our translations have it, but a north Syrian or Cappa- 
docian kingdom. CL^mcklet^Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen, pp. 166 ff.; Hommel, 
Geschichte Babyioniens u. Assyriens, p. 610 (1888). The ‘Hittites' also are not to be 
identified with any certainty. The old Hittite empire of the fourteenth and thirteenth 
centuries had long since vanished, but the term is used in Assyrian documents for a 
number of states, even as far south as Ashdod. Perhaps the Hittites in the writer's 
mind arc the people of Hamath and the neighbourhood, or the term may be used 
more generally for ‘north Syrian'. On the ‘obelisk of Nimrod’, which gives a sum- 
mary account of the campaign of Karkar, Sargon groups ail the allies of Hamath 
under the name ‘Hittite'. 

3 For the official notice of Jehoram's reign sec 2 Kgs. iii. 1-3, for that of Je- 
hoahaz, 2 Kgs. xiii. i ff. 

^ This is not certain. The opening verses of the passage (2 Kgs. iii. 4-27), 
which mention Jehoram, arc drawn from the royal annals, but in the story itself 
the king is not named after verse 6, and may well have been Ahaziah. 
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Already, in or about 842 b.c., the prospects of Assyrian in- 
vasion must have been manifest to Damascus. Hazael reached 
the throne by the assassination of his predecessor, i apparently at 
the instigation of Elisha. Unless we are to reject the whole of 
this story as pure Midrash— and it is difficult to account for its 
origin unless there were some historical fact behind it — there is 
a connexion between the revolution which took place in both 
Damascus and Israel about the same time. We need not sup- 
pose that there was a kind of international society of pro- 
phets, representing always the democratic element among 
the peoples, and that they united in a general conspiracy against 
the reigning houses of the three countries, Damascus, Israel and 
Judah, but it is quite possible that the Israelite prophetic party 
were interested in the internal politics of Damascus, and saw an 
opportunity of gaining certain ends of theirs through the death 
of Benhadad. Be that as it may, the revolution took place, 
and the result was a weakening of the military power of 
Damascus. Still more serious was the breaking up of the old 
general alliance. We hear no more of the twelve kings, and at 
the battle of Mount Hermon Hazael had to fight alone. This 
may have been due, in part, to the failure of these western kings 
to realize the profound importance of standing together against 
eastern aggression, and to the internecine warfare of which the 
siege of Ramoth-gilead forms a striking instance; but we may 
attribute it, in at least equal degree, to the revolution which took 
place in Israel while that siege was actually in progress. 

The story told in 2 Kgs. ix and x is explicit, and, probably, 
fairly accurate. Ahaziah and Jehoram were fighting together at 
Ramoth-gilead, and the latter, wounded in a sortie (apparently) , 
retired to Jezreel while his wounds healed. We may assume that 
for the time Ahaziah was regarded as the commander of the 
besieging army, but he paid a complimentary visit to Jehoram, 
to enquire after his progress. The revolutionary party took 
advantage of his absence to carry through their project. It 
seems that the breach between them and the house of Omri was 
too serious to be overcome. The appearance of Jezebel on the 
stage of Israelite politics had brought to a head the division 
within the nation itself. On one side stood the party of the court, 
including the commercial community. They held broad views, 
and were anxious to see their country taking her place among 
* 2 Kgs. viii, 15. 
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the nations of the world. They accepted, and indeed sought, 
alliance with the great commercial powers, and were prepared 
to fall in with the ways of the peoples round about them. 
Religion especially was affected. These men were, doubtless, 
loyal to Yahweh in their own fashion, but that loyalty did not 
imply to them the exclusive worship of the national God. 
Everywhere else a multitude of deities was permitted, and they 
could not see why Israel should be an exception to the general 
rule. The usage of the world made it impossible for them to 
enter into close business relations with others, unless they were 
prepared to give some place to the gods worshipped by their 
customers; the presence of the foreign god was the sign and seal 
of friendly relations between the two nations. Jezebel, it is true, 
went further than this, and made a determined effort to secure 
the supremacy of her own deity in the land of Israel. She came, 
perhaps, with a contempt for this comparatively uncultured folk, 
and to her the dominance of Melkart may well have seemed to 
imply the dominance of the higher culture of her own home. In 
a certain sense her position appears to have been not dissimilar 
to that taken up by Antiochus Epiphanes centuries later,^ 
though she was not so obviously trying to impose the faith of a 
conqueror on a subject people. Certainly her activities stimu- 
lated the same kind of reaction as did those of the Seleucid 
king. 

In the second place we may mention the agricultural elements 
in Israel. With the conservatism natural to their class and type, 
they feared and resented innovations of any kind. It is true that 
they had, some centuries earlier, nominally accepted the God of 
the Aramaean nomads, though even this at times appears doubt- 
ful,^ but they had continued to maintain, for the most part, the 
old ritual. Nevertheless, they had been deeply affected by the 
social principles of the Aramaean element in their tradition, and 
they would not willingly accept the supersession of Yahweh and 
all that for which Yahweh stood. 

Finally, we have a third type, that of the section in Israel 
which still clung to the old wilderness standards in religion, 
economics, and social theory. It is clear that this element lent 
strength to the religious conservatism and to the democratic 
feeling of the peasants, but it went also much further. To the 
shepherd community of the east and south no god but Yahweh 

' Cp. vol. ii, chap. xvi. “ Cp. such passages as Hos. ii. a-lg (Heb. 4-15). 
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that Hosea^ went so far as to threaten destruction to the kingdom 
of Israel on the ground of the bloody day of Jezreel. Neverthe- 
less, for the time being the work was done, and there was no 
longer any likelihood of the establishment of a cult, rival to that 
of Yahweh, in Israel. It is possible also that the more democratic 
feeling of Israel was conciliated, and that Jehu and his successor 
were compelled to accept the kind of limitation that Hebrew 
tradition ever sought to impose on its monarchs. 

Politically, however, the revolution was a disaster. It is true 
that the collapse of the alliance of western states was prob- 
ably complete before the rising of Jehu, but he seems to have 
made it clear at once that he did not propose to offer any resis- 
tance to Shalmaneser. His name appears among those of the 
tributaries who voluntarily proffered their submission on the 
crushing of Damascus. He may have felt his own position to be 
less secure than he would have hked, and thus have tried to 
assure himself of Assyrian support in case he met with opposition 
in his own country. It is clear that this payment of tribute must 
have taken place at the beginning of his reign, and even if fear of 
Assyria were one of his leading motives his action must have had 
the effect of strengthening his throne — ^for the time. In the long 
run, however, it served once more to emphasize the divisions 
between the little kingdoms and so to prepare the way for their 
final ruin. Politically, this was the result of the policy of the 
prophetic party and of their interference in the government of 
the country. 

The damage inflicted by Shalmaneser on Damascus seems 
soon to have been repaired. Shalmaneser was in southern Syria 
again in 837 b.c., when the territory of Hazael again suffered, 
and the Phoenician cities paid tribute.^ But his main object in 
the west was control of the route through Tarsus. After his death 
his son, Shamshi-adad V, was compelled to fight for his kingdom 
against rival claimants to the throne. Damascus rapidly re- 
covered, and was soon in a position, not merely to prevent Israel 
from recovering the lost cities of northern Gilead, but to occupy 
the whole of Transjordania as far south as the frontier of Moab.^ 
For in addition to the fact that Jehu, in spite of his military train- 
ing, seems to have been no leader in war, he was now, it seems, 
bereft of allies. Even Judah, as we shall presently see, could no 

* It should be said that though this is the usual interpretation of Hos, i. 4, it has 
not passed unquestioned in recent years* » See p, 354. ^ g ^2 £ 
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longer be relied upon to give him help, and his violent eradica- 
tion of the Tyrian cult must have cut him loose from all 
hope of a real alliance with the Phoenician cities. His reign 
probably marks the lowest point reached by the northern king- 
dom, until the years that immediately preceded its fall. 

Though Ahaziah lost his life at the same time as Jehoram, the 
prophetic revolution in Judah was delayed for half a dozen 
years. We do not gather that the situation in the southern king- 
dom was ever as acute as it became in the north. We hear little, 
if anything, of prophets in and about Jerusalem, and the parti- 
cular evils of which Elijah had to complain seem to be less pro- 
minent under the house of David in the ninth century. While 
Jehoram and Ahaziah are said to have admitted the Tyrian 
cult, their action does not seem to have aroused the same protest 
among their contemporaries, and probably did not play so 
large a part in the national life. Judah was less exposed to 
hostile invasion and to the raiding bands of her neighbours than 
was Israel, and the greater part of her population, being still 
largely a shepherd people, was accustomed to harder conditions, 
lived more simply, and was less liable to the oppression of its 
rulers than were their brethren in the north. It is not till we 
come to the end of the eighth century that we hear complaints 
of social injustice in Judah, though then the cry is bitter enough, 
and suggests that the treatment which the country folk are 
receiving is nothing new. And the affection of the people for 
the house of David seems to have been extremely strong; they 
would not lightly have overthrown their dynasty to set a stranger 
on the throne. At the same time, no one city dominated north- 
ern Israel as Jerusalem dominated Judah. It was by far the 
most important place in the land, both as a fortress, a commer- 
cial centre, and a religious capital. A sovereign who could 
control this city by means of the royal bodyguard could be 
fairly sure of the allegiance of the rest of the country. 

This supremacy of Jerusalem was clearly illustrated in the 
events which followed the murder of Ahaziah by Jehu. As soon 
as the news reached Jerusalem, his mother, Athaliah, daughter 
of Ahab,^ realized that she might be in danger of sharing her 

^ 2 Kgs. viiL 185 27. 

® She does not seem to have been the daughter of Jezebel; her mother is nowhere 
mentioned, and it is unlikely that Jezebel’s children would have borne names in 
which Yahweh was' an element. 
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son’s fate.^ In order to secure herself, she massacred all members 
of the royal family on whom she could lay her hands, and the 
story tells us that only one escaped, a baby barely a year old, 
who was rescued by his aunt Jehosheba, wife of Jehoiada the 
priest, and hidden in the Temple. AthaUah’s conduct could not 
fail to arouse antagonism among the people at large, but it was 
perforce silent and helpless until time brought an opportunity 
for its expression. We may take it for granted that in practically 
every direction Athaliah’s policy was that of her own kinsmen, 
though we have to admit a complete absence of details. Instead 
of a revolution in Judah corresponding to that of Samaria, the 
old position was still more strongly maintained than t>efore. 

The reaction in Judah, however, was only temporary. There 
was, it seems, no great prophetic party or prophetic order like 
that of the northern kingdom, nor do the Rechabites seem to 
have established themselves yet in the south.^ The place of the 
prophetic party is taken by the priesthood, and it is Jehoiada 
who is the hero of the Judaean revolution. It may be supposed 
that he was of a conservative type of mind, and resented the 
intrusion of foreign elements of worship into the Temple and, 
perhaps, still more, of the maintenance in Jerusalem of a rival 
Baal Temple.3 We do not know how far he was able to resist 
innovations, for the Temple was essentially the royal sanctuary. 
The priests held ofBce at the will of the king, and felt themselves 
compelled to carry out his policy and instructions. The same 
body of foreign mercenary guards was on duty both in the 
palace and in the Temple. Yet, while all may have felt that 
there was no alternative, for a time, to carrying out Athaliah’s 
wishes, it is clear that there was a strong feeling against her, 
which only awaited a suitable opportunity to break into open 
revolt. 

It seemed to the malcontents that the right time had arrived 
when the rescued child, Jehoash,'*' or, to use the common abbre- 

^ See 2 Kgs. xi. 1-3. ^ 

The Rechabites, first mentioned in connexion with Jehu’s coup d eiat, seem to 
have been a revolutionary group which aimed at the restoration of the conditions 
of the nomad age even in the agricultural community. Thus they eschewed the use 
of the vine and all its products, and refused to live in any kind of house except the 
tent of the nomad. They were enthusiastic Yahwists, as the connexion between 
their founder, Jonadab, and Jehu shows, and represented that type of thought in 
Israel which insisted that the pure Yahwism was that of the pastoral age. Gp. also 

Jer. XXXV. ,, _ 

* 2 Kgs. xi. 18. ^ For the official notice of his reign see 2 Kgs. xii. ? ft. 
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viatioiij Joash, had reached the age of seven years.^ Jehoiada 
secured the allegiance of the bodyguard and arranged the details. 
It seems that one-third of the guard was on duty in the Temple 
every day, except on the Sabbath, when two-thirds were present, 
perhaps because the number of worshippers was much larger. 
Jehoiada arranged that the decisive act should take place at the 
hour when the Sabbath guard was about to be relieved, and 
therefore, for the moment, the whole guard would be in the 
Temple. They then took their positions covering the whole of 
the court between the Temple and the palace, with the king in 
their midst, and the ceremony of proclamation was performed. 
The crown was placed on the boy’s head and the ‘testimony’ in 
his hand,^ and he was acclaimed king by all present. From a 
later, but, on the whole, reliable narrative we have the account 
of the death of Athaliah, who, hearing the noise, came down 
into the court, only to find that the young king was standing by a 
pillar, 3 probably one with a special covenant significance, and 
cried out against the treason. She and her followers — a few men 
seem to have remained faithful to her — ^were taken outside the 
sacred precincts and executed. The covenant, probably that 
customary among kings of Judah, was now solemnly ratified, 
Jehoiada answering on behalf of the king. The paraphernalia of 
Melkart worship were then destroyed in much the same way as 
they had been eliminated in the north six years earlier, though 
with far less bloodshed. The only person who lost his life, apart 


* The story is told for us in 2 Kgs. xi. 4-20. It would seem that there are traces 
of two narratives in the record, the main body of the account being taken from the 
royal annals of the court of Judah, and a section (verses 13-180) from some other 
source, in which the leading part is played by ‘the people of the land’, not by the 
royal guard under Jehoiada’s directions. The main motif in the former is political, 
in the latter religious. Sec Stade, ^AW., 1885, pp. 280 ff.; Benzinger, Die Bucher 
der KonigCf pp. 155 f.; Skinner, z and 2 Kings ^ p. 337. Benzinger ascribes a higher 
historical value to the former narrative, though there are elements in the latter 
which must surely be original. The whole is a little difficult to understand, owing 
to the fact that we do not know enough of the topography of the Temple. Weil- 
hausen’s reconstruction is generally followed above. 

^ This item in the narrative has not been generally imderstood, and most editors 
would alter the text, reading for nnj?, or making some similar change. 

But it is not impossible that the MT. is right. As the later source shows, the cere- 
monial included the acceptance of a ‘covenant’ — the combination of the sources is 
fairly early, since the Ghronicler had the whole in its present form — and the may 

have been some material symbol of the covenant — ^perhaps a written document 
or charter, containing the conditions upon which the covenant was made. 

^ Gp, the mention of a pillar in the narrative of Josiah’s covenant of reform, 
2 Kgs. xxiii. 3. 
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from Athaliah and her attendantSj seems to have been Mattan^ 
priest of Baal. But the revolution was as effective in the south as 
it had been in the north, and there was no more danger of the 
general spread of the foreign cult. As a matter of fact the danger 
had probably never been very great. The simpler life of the 
Judaean peasant and his stronger conservatism made him less 
willing to accept a novelty, while his contact with the outside 
world was far less complete or continuous. The short reign of 
Athaliah gave little opportunity for the spread of her religion 
beyond the immediate neighbourhood of Jerusalem, and it is 
clear that the restoration of the old regime was so popular as to 
make violence unnecessary. 

With the revolution in Jerusalem we may connect the story of 
the repair of the Temple, which is assigned to the twenty-third 
year of the reign of Joash.^ It would seem that from the days of 
Solomon onwards the repairs of the Temple had fallen upon the 
royal exchequer, and the policy of Joash was to change this 
system, and to make the Temple, as it were, self-supporting. For 
this purpose the king issued instructions that all moneys paid 
into the Temple funds, hitherto the perquisite of the priests, 
should be set aside for maintaining the fabric of the building. 
This order may have been given early in his reign, or at any rate 
soon after he was old enough to assume the government for him- 
self. Time passed, and no repairs were executed, so that at 
length it became clear that some other method must be adopted. 
The priests had not been a success as administrators of the 
Temple funds. Accordingly a new method was tried. A box was 
placed in the Temple, with a hole in its lid, and all dues were de- 
posited in it, except such moneys as were paid as fines for breaches 
of law recognized by the ecclesiastical authorities. These re- 
mained the perquisite of the priests, and formed, in fact, the 
chief basis of their livelihood. The sums found in the box were 
placed in the control of lay administrators, whose honesty was 
so well recognized that no audit was felt to be necessary, and the 
plan proved a success. This was, in all probability, the method 
pursued as long as the Temple stood, and the narrative is 
intended to explain the origin of the custom prevalent in the 
days of the historian. One of its effects must have been to 

^ 2 Kgs. xii, 4-16. The narrative is clearly taken from the Temple archives, 
perhaps from a continuous history of the Temple, as Wellhausen suggests, and it 
may be trusted as an accurate account of what actually happened. 
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stimulate a desire that the Temple should become more and 
more the great popular sanctuary of Judah, not merely the 
king’s private chapel. It was in the interest of the priesthood, 
and of all connected with the Temple, even of the king himself, 
to secure as large a number as possible of worshippers who 
might contribute to the upkeep of the fabric and to the main- 
tenance of the priestly establishment. 

Thus the prophetic revolution was carried through, both in 
north and south. There was never need to repeat it. Foreign 
cults were from time to time imposed on the courts of Israel and 
Judah either by treaty or by conquest, and we hear again and' 
again of the worship of foreign deities. But there was no more 
danger lest these should take hold on the nation at large. They 
were confined to the court and to the circles immediately about 
the kings, and had little or no influence on the general religious 
attitude of the nation. So it came to pass eventually that the 
royal sanctuaries, by a curious perversion of the ideals of the 
reformers, became probably the most corrupt of all the shrines 
of Israel, and accumulated masses of strange and foreign cults 
in which the people as a whole did not participate. At the same 
time, there seems as yet to have been no attempt to go beyond 
the ideals accepted by Elijah. It is expressly stated of Joash, 
though he wins the mark of approval from the Deuteronomic 
editor, at least for his earlier years, ^ that the local sanctuaries 
were not superseded, and the old syncretistic religion continued 
to hold its own. There was no thought of apostasy in the minds 
either of king or of people; in spite of many reprehensible 
elements in the cult, it was genuinely Yahwistic, and remained 
the normal faith of Israel down to the last years of the monarchy. 

The other side of the prophetic protest, that of social morality, 
did not by any means meet with the same success. It may be 
true that the power of the crown was curtailed, and that the 
rights of the average Israelite as against the sovereign were 
adequately asserted. But there were other dangers in the situa- 
tion, which, perhaps, the prophetic party failed to observe. For 
this they were hardly to be blamed. Israel had been for the 
last few centuries entering on a new social order, and its 
meaning and its perils were not as yet appreciated. The danger no 
longer lay in the excessive use and abuse of the power of the king, 
but in the rise of a wealthy class which stood apart from the 

* 2 Kgs. xii, 2-3. 
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great mass of the people, and constantly kept them on a lower 
level. It was this situation which the prophetic movement had 
to meet in later years, and, unfortunately, the leaders of popular 
and religious thought in the ninth century failed to anticipate it 
and provide against it. Perhaps, even if Elij ah and his immediate 
successors had foreseen the future, they might have been help- 
less to persuade Israel to follow a safe course. No lesson seems 
harder for mankind to leam than that of an altruistic commer- 
ciahsm, yet there is no other basis on which a mercantile com- 
munity can build its social order. It is hard enough for kings to 
recognize the claims of human nature and the rights of man, but 
all history tends to show that the task is immeasurably harder 
for a business world. 

' It is noticeable that, while the prophets occasionally attack the king (e.g. 
Am. vii. 10 ff., Jer. xxii. 13-19, &c.), such denunciations are comparatively rare, and 
it is the wealthier citizens who are the special object of their anger, 

ADDITIONAL NOTE 

Page 348, note 2. For Assyrian campaigns in the west after 841 b.c. cf. CAH. hi. 
24, 373^ Olmstead, History of Palestine and Syria, p. 399. 
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THE ISRAELITE REVIVAL 


SUMMARY 

[The renewed supremacy of Damascus was vigorously maintained 
until the city was conquered and plundered in 805 b.g. by Adad- 
nirari III. From this she never so far recovered as to be a serious rival 
to Israel, and with the reign of Jeroboam II the northern kingdom 
reached a height of prosperity which it had not attained since the 
death of Solomon. At the same time, Judah revived, and it seems that 
Edom was once more subdued. These conquests and a revival of trade 
led to a considerable influx of wealth into the country. A class of rich 
capitalists grew up, with whom luxury took the place of comfort. 

At the same time, it is clear that a fatal change had taken place in 
the social and economic order, for the old peasant farmer had been 
almost eliminated. Large estates had accumulated, worked mainly 
by slave labour, and those who remained nominally free suffered 
terribly from the exactions of their landlords. The process was 
probably carried out largely through the laws of debt, and accelerated 
by gross injustice in the law courts. 

Such a condition could lead only to ruin, and the official religion 
gave no help — rather intensified the evil. But protests were made by 
such groups as the Rechabites, and still more by the canonical 
prophets, whose first representative, Amos, appeared about 760 b.g. 
He laid special stress on Yahweh’s demand for justice, and insisted that 
unless Israel understood and met this requirement she must perish.] 

T he generation which followed the prophetic revolution saw 
Israel reduced to lower depths than any other that she 
touched throughout the history of the monarchy. The new 
policy involved an isolation from her neighbours which was 
practically complete, and it is clear that Jehu placed all his 
reliance on support to be obtained from Assyria. That was not 
forthcoming. As we have seen, the invasion which temporarily 
wrecked Damascus in 841 b.g. passed, and left no appreciable 
effect on the position and strength of Syria, except in so far as 
it meant the separation of the other states one from another. 
Israel must have lost control even over Judah, for it is difficult to 
believe that, if Jehu had been strong enough to enforce his will, 
he should have left Athaliah for six years upon the throne. In 
Damascus, on the other hand, Hazael and his son Benhadad 
were steadily gaining in strength. Transjordania fell completely 

A J ■ 
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into the power of Syria before the death of Jehu, ^ and the in- 
vasion of Israel was pushed still further in the reign of his son 
Jehoahaz.2 Of this phase of the struggle we have no details, and 
it is worth noting that the later compiler dates the beginning of 
Israel’s recovery in this last reign .3 This, however, is generally 
held to be an anachronism; there is no reason to believe that 
there was any alleviation of the position until the time of Jehoash .4 
Jehoahaz was completely subdued, and was subjected to con- 
ditions which recall to us those of the Philistine occupation. The 
Israelite king’s fighting force was reduced to fifty horsemen, ten 
chariots, and ten thousand infantry.s Further, it is clear that the 
Syrian forces dominated the country, and that they had free 
passage through the dominions of Jehoahaz. In 2 Kgs. xii. 18 f. 
we have a notice of a Syrian attack on Gath, which Hazael 
captured. Now of all the Philistine cities, Gath, though it does 
not seem to have been satisfactorily identified, lay obviously 
closest to Judah, and the Syrian army must have passed right 
through the centre of the land of Israel to reach it. We could 
hardly have had a more telHng illustration of the weakness of 
Jehoahaz. From Gath Hazael marched up into the hills and 
actually threatened Jerusalem, being bought off by the gift of 
all the gold that was left in the Temple and the royal palace. 
Joash of Judah seems to have been in little better case than 
Jehoahaz, and Damascus had attained to a position of complete 
dominance over the whole of Palestine. 

But this supremacy was not destined to last, for it was made 
possible only by the comparative weakness and non-interference 
of Assyria. As we have already seen, we have no record of a 
western expedition by Shalmaneser III after 841 b.g., and 
though he reigned tiU 823 B.c., he seems to have left this part 
of the country alone. His successor, Shamshi-adad V, was too 
much occupied in securing his throne against nearer enemies to 
concern himself with the outlying posts of his empire, and it was 
not till Adad-nirari III came to the throne in 805 b.g. that an 
Assyrian force once more played a part in Palestinian life. The 
new king’s inscriptions® show that the western principalities had 

' 2 Kgs. X. 32 f. ^ Cp. 2 Kgs. xiii. iff. ’ 2 Kgs. xiii. 4 f. ■* Cp. 2 Kgs. xiii. 10 ff. 

* 2 Kgs. xiii. 7. Verses 4-6 are either due to the compiler or are derived from 
another source ; verse 7 follows naturally on verse 3, and its subject seems to be Yahweh. 

° Cp. Luckenbili, ARA.^ p. 261, §§ 734 f., p. 263, § 740. The language is 
somewhat high-flown, and we may guess that the king’s conquests were not so 
extensive as he claims. 


THE ISRAELITE REVIVAL 357 

felt themselves free during the reign of Shamshi-adad, for they 
had 'rebelled and' withheld their tribute’. His attack was 
directed against Mari’, king of Damascus, and he gives details 
of the spoil he took from this city — ‘2,300 talents of silver, 20 
talents of gold, 3,000 talents of copper, 5,000 talents of iron, 
coloured woollen and linen garments, an ivory bed, an ivory 
couch, inlaid and bejewelled’, an enormous booty, showing 
something of the pitch of prosperity which Damascus had 
reached since 841 b.g.^ 

So ended the supremacy of Damascus. It does not seem that 
other lands were seriously affected by this new Assyrian inroad, 
and when Hazael was succeeded by Benhadad^ and Jehoahaz 
by Joash, the Israelites began once more to assert themselves 
against Damascus. Details are almost entirely wanting, and 
more space is given to the scene in which the dying Elisha 
secures the promise of triumph for Joash with the magic arrows 
of victory^ than to the story of the fulfilment of the prediction. 
But the statement is clear enough, and tells of three victories 
won by Israelite troops over those of Damascus, and of the 
recovery of the cities which Hazael had taken from Jehoahaz. 
This refers in all probability to territory west of Jordan, which 
must have been occupied by the Syrians during the reigns of 
Hazael and Jehoahaz. The territory to the east of Jordan^ had 
been in Syrian hands at least since the days of Jehu, and can 
hardly be referred to here. We have no direct statement as to 
cities in western Palestine occupied by the Syrians in this reign, 
but we may suppose that the conquests of an earlier Benhadad 
in northern Israel may have been repeated. ^ The Syrian occu- 
pation of Israel, as we have already seen, may be taken as an 
accepted fact, and the first step towards the recovery of inde- 
pendence was to expel the foreign forces. 

The revival in the north was accompanied by a similar 
recovery in the south. Joash of Judah was assassinated by two 
members of his own household, and was succeeded by his son 
Amaziah.^ A more detailed account of the reign of Joash is 
given by the Chronicler, who states that the king’s character 
deteriorated after the death of Jehoiada, and that he gave him- 
self to strange cults. For this he was rebuked by Zechariah, 
Jehoiada’s son, whom he caused to be put to death in the Temple 

^ and Edom are also mentioned, though not Judah. 

* 2 Kgs. xiii. 24. ® 2 Kgs. xiii. 14-19. * 2 Kgs. x. 32 f. 

^ Gp. I Kgs. XV. 20* ® Cp. 2 Kgs. xiv. i ff.- 
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he was overtaken and put to death. The circumstances show 
that there must have been a mutiny in the royal bodyguard 
rather than a popular insurrection. A king in Jerusalem might 
be suddenly attacked and cut down in spite of his guards, but 
he could hardly be pursued to a distance unless they had for- 
saken him. We have no inkling as to the reason for the conspir- 
acy, and it may have been some trifling matter of military 
discipline. The popular vote without hesitation installed his 
son, then only sixteen years of age. A very long reign is ascribed 
to him, though the actual figures (fifty-two years) may need 
some modification when the whole subject of chronology is 
taken into account. But for the last thirteen or fourteen years 
of his reign he was incapacitated by leprosy, and his son Jotham 
acted as regent.^ The Chronicler ascribes the king’s disease to 
his presumption in entering the Temple and undertaking 
priestly duties,^ but this is not generally accepted as a piece of 
actual history. It may well be that he did offer sacrifice in the 
Temple, but it seems improbable that this was regarded as a 
serious crime at this period. 

Throughout the history of the divided monarchy there is one 
test of the power of a king of Judah which is seldom wanting to 
a successful king: he conquers Edom. We find, accordingly, in 
2 Kgs. xiv. 22 the statement that Azariah built Elath and 
restored it to Judah. And though this is the only conquest 
ascribed to him in the book of Kings ^ the Chronicler has a whole 
list of his triumphs, as well as an account of the organization and 
equipment of his army. It seems quite improbable that such a 
tradition should have been entirely invented, and we arc led to 
accept in broad outline the tradition there preserved. 3 If reli- 
ance may be placed upon this section,^ then Azariah made a 
successful expedition into Philistine territory, and seized Gath 
and other cities, including Ashdod, breaking down their walls 
and rebuilding cities where he saw fit. We may suspect that the 
original element in this story is the capture of Gath, which, as 
we have seen, lay nearer than any other Philistine city to the 
Judaean border, and had already been weakened by Hazael. 
It is not impossible that it was still nominally Syrian, and that 
Azariah’s expedition was undertaken in conjunction with 

* 2 Kgs. XV, 5. ■ * 2 Chron. xxvi, 16-21. 

3 For a justification of this view cp. Kittel, GFJ. ii.®, 516 f. 

^ 2 Chron. xxvi. 6-13. 
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Jeroboam’s campaigns against Damascus and Transjordania. 
Arabs and Ammonites are also included among his conquests, and 
it is clear that the Chronicler thought of him as having recovered 
the whole of the territory lying between Palestine and Egypt. 
A significant omission, however, is Moab, which is not mentioned 
among his new acquisitions. Extensive additions to the forti- 
fications of Jerusalem are ascribed to Azariah, and we have an 
interesting account of the organization ofhis forces, with a special 
nucleus of ‘raiders’, and the stands of arms required for them. 

But if our references to detailed events are but scanty, we have 
abundant evidence from the contemporary prophets, especially 
from Amos and Isaiah, as to the general level of prosperity in 
the age of Jeroboam and Azariah. The conquests had not only 
led to an increase of territory; they had brought into the land 
stores of goods plundered from the captured cities. We have no 
record of the amount seized in any place, but such an extension 
as that which we may safely ascribe to these two kings^ could not 
fail to supply them with copious booty. To this we may certainly 
add a revival of trade, due to the recovery of the great caravan 
routes on both sides of the Jordan valley, and to the comparative 
security which could be assured to travellers (probably at a 
price) as they passed through the dominions of the two kings. 
Samaria seems to have become one of the world’s great emporia 
for the time being, goods from north and south and east being 
found in her. The palaces of Omri and of Ahab were still 
further extended, and we gather from references in Amos 
(though the Samaria excavations have not been carried far 
enough either to confirm or to refute this view) that the royal 
house no longer maintained a monopoly of trade. There grew 
up a class of merchant princes, who seem to have emulated the 
king in their building and in their style of living, though 
probably on a smaller scale. We hear of ‘summer houses and 
winter houses’^ and of ‘houses of ivory and houses of ebony’.s 
The former probably refers to houses built of two stories, of 
which the upper, being more exposed to the air, was used in 
summer, and the lower, being more easily heated with braziers, 
was occupied in winter. 4 There were terrible natural disasters — 

^ Even without Damascus and Hamath itself, which the Deuteronomic editor of 
Kings includes among Jeroboam’s conquests, 2 Kgs. xiv. 28. * Am. iii. 15. 

J Ib., reading D’’ 3 nri for 0^31 Dm 

Cp. J* W. Jack, Samaria in Ahab’s Time^ p. 20. 
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We can thus catch a glimpse of a community which contained 
indeed persons like the famous woman of Shunem and her 
husband, wealthy and successful, owning and working their 
own land, with an efficient staff of labourers. But there is 
another side to the picture, which was inevitably accentuated by 
the new wealth of the period of revival. The small farmer, his 
resources already exhausted by generations of a cruel border 
warfare, nevertheless is tempted by the ostentation and the new 
standards of comfort which he sees on his occasional visits to the 
big cities. He is liable to spend beyond his means, and, living as 
he does on the verge of calamity, he is reduced to the most 
serious straits by the first bad season or unusual call on him. 
He has none to help him except the money-lender, and no 
security to offer save his land and himself. Sooner or later the 
mortgage is called in, he fails to pay, and the ground becomes 
the property of the capitalist. It may be that the man is not 
ejected, but if he remains his status is changed, and he is now a 
tenant, paying a burdensome rent. The new owner takes no 
money but receives a proportion of the crops, often a large one, 
and Amos denounces bitterly the landlord who exacts load 
after load of com from his poor tenant.* The amount left for the 
worker and his family, to say nothing of what is required for 
seed, must often have been ruinously small. The result is firesh 
borrowing, and now the man has to mortgage himself or the 
members of his family. Again the debt remains unpaid when 
demanded, and this time the poor peasant loses his freedom and 
passes into actual slavery. 

The process is thus bad enough when the usual forms are 
observed, and when substantial justice is done. Many agricul- 
tural countries, notably Rome, have had to face a similar stage 
in their history, and to see the change in the social and economic 
order take place. But all may be done under the forms of 
law, and if a change is to be made it must be in the law itself. It 
is true that Israelite slavery was technically limited to a six-year 
period, but to many that provision can have brought little relief 
For what was there left to a man when his legal term of service 
was over? He had no land on which he could make a living, and 
no home to which he could go. As a slave he was fed and cared 
for at least well enough to keep him fit for work; liberty might 
offer him nothing except freedom to starve. Not a few must 
» V. II, reading niN{?D with LXX. 
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have preferred the alternative of permanent slavery when the 
time came at which they must choose between the life of a slave 
and the death of a free man.^ Such as preferred their libertyj 
even though there was but little hope, only added to the growing 
mass of the destitute which, as so often in history, appears along- 
side of the class of immoderate wealth. 

In a certain sense, then, the system as it stood was responsible 
for the new social order. But from time to time we receive 
sinister hints that the system itself was being abused, and that the 
process was a faster one than even the law could justify. It would 
seem that against the money-lender there must always have been 
some sort of appeal to a court of law, whether it be to officially 
appointed judges, or to the little group of the elders of the 
place. We may doubt whether any creditor would be permitted 
by popular opinion to take possession of land or of people, unless 
he could prove his case before some kind of tribunal. And it 
seems that the forms of law were made to serve the interests of 
the capitalist class. The corruption of justice is one of the stand- 
ing causes of complaints in all eastern countries, and the re- 
peated demands for fair dealing in the law-courts, for the 
absence of preferential treatment for the wealthy and for the 
powerful, show how deeply the need for judicial impartiality 
was felt — and how seldom that need was satisfied. The ideal 
ruler was one who would judge the cause of the poor and lowly, 
the fatherless and the widow, disregarding the face of the 
wealthy and the great. But it seems clear that the precedent set 
by Jezebel was only too readily followed. A man of substance 
could always secure a verdict in a court, whether his case were 
good or bad. Again and again Amos pleads for justice, ^ and 
laments its absence.^ For a poor man to carry a case into court 
is fatal ; he will lose all he has, and might as well swallow poison. 3 
A trumped-up suit against the poor farmer or tenant is sure of 
success. There need not have been any actual loan; it is enough 
for the rich man to swear that there has been, and to give a small 
present to the judge — a pair of sandals will be enough^— and the 
unhappy peasant passes into slavery, literally bought and sold 
for a pair of shoes. 

This basic change in the social constitution of Israel necessar- 
ily brought with it the gravest perils. The old order had many 

* Cp. Exod. xxi. 5 f. * Cp. Am. n. 6 f., v. 7. 

3 Am. V. 7, vi. 12. Am. ii. 6, viii. 6. 
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disadvantages. Not every economist would concur in Isaiah’s 
dictum that the small holding is the most successful agrarian 
arrangement.! The peasant himself has many obvious weak 
points in his character, and is often a difficult and stubborn 
person to deal with— as Ahab found. But he has a sturdy vigour 
and a passion for his own land, which will lead him to fight to 
the very last for his country and for the existing order. The 
stable societies of the world have hitherto been, for the most part, 
built up on these lines. But, beneath the fair surface of the age 
of Jeroboam, this solid substratum of vigorous and independent 
humanity had been drawn away, leaving a mass of seething 
want and corruption. Cheating in the markets, perjury in the 
law courts, selfish and arrogant luxury on the one hand facing 
ragged and loathsome squalor on the other — all these things 
meant that the very heart of the nation was rotten, and at the 
first shock she must perish. 

Israel’s situation in the eighth century is by no means unique 
in the history of civilization. A striking parallel is found, for 
instance, in the change which took place in Roman society 
between 250 and 150 b.c.^ In modern times we get much the 
same impression from accounts of French society in the eigh- 
teenth century, or of Russian in the nineteenth, though, in both 
these last instances it must be admitted that the repression of the 
lower orders does not seem to have been as complete as it was in 
the ancient world. And whenever a society is found in such a 
state its doom is certain, unless it can remake itself. The cata- 
strophe may be delayed for generations, perhaps for centuries, 
but in the long run it must fall — ‘as if a man were to flee from a 
lion and a bear meet him, and he enter a house and lean his 
hand on the wall and a serpent bite him’. 3 There is always a 
‘day of the Lord’ in wait, and that people must ‘prepare 
to meet its God’, sooner or later."^ One of two things must 
happen; there is no third alternative. It may be that some 
spark of human self-respect and personal vigour still re- 
mains unquenched within the oppressed, and smoulders 
unseen until it burst into a devouring blaze. So it was with 
France in the eighteenth century and with Russia in the twen- 
tieth. Or, on the other hand, the nation may be reduced to a 
spiritual, if not a legal, slavery. The great mass of the people 

' Isa. V. 8-10. * Cp. Mommsen, iSTtoO! ch. xii. 

® Am. V. 19. ^ Am. v. iS-aOj iv. 12. 
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may cease to regard themselves as true personal entities, and 
may be accounted as being but living machines by the classes 
above them. This means a national emasculation, a total loss of 
power of resistance, and the land will fall a victim to the first 
serious enemy who attacks it. So, in the end, ruin fell upon the 
old classical world, which perished through its slavery, for sheer 
lack of free men, and so, on a much smaller scale, but, in its way, 
not less fatally, did Israel meet her doom. It may remain an 
open question as to whether, if she had continued a free people, 
and had maintained the social ideal and standards she had 
inherited from her nomad ancestors, she could have held her 
own against foreign invasion; even so she might have failed. 
But the state into which she fell between the middle of the ninth 
century and the middle of the eighth left no room for uncertainty 
or for hope; destruction was now inevitable, and had it not 
come through Assyria it would have met her by some other road. 

In all this it may pertinently be asked whether the religion of 
Israel had no hope and no direction to offer. As far as the 
official cults are concerned, the answer must be a decided and 
categorical negative. The religion of Bethel, Gilgal, Beer-sheba, 
even of Jerusalem and other great shrines, had made no change 
for the better during the century between Ahab andJeroboamIL 
We still have the syncretistic faith, Yahweh worshipped as an 
old Canaanite Baal. One of the spiritual heroes of Israel, with 
unique insight, goes so far as to see through the outward forms 
and to declare that the nominal worship of Yahweh is in reality 
no more than the revival of an old Baal cult.^ But by the great 
mass of the people it was undoubtedly felt to be the genuine 
worship of Yahweh which was carried on at these sanctuaries. 
Men were more devout than ever, and more scrupulous in their 
religious observances. The temple courts were trampled by 
reverent crowds, and the altars smoked with victims. Tithes 
were most punctually paid; the sabbath and other solemn 
occasions observed with meticulous accuracy. In time of need 
men would make costly pilgrimage to distant shrines, and 
would seek by every means in their power to propitiate their 
God and learn His will. The pious Israelite would offer his 
gift of blood by day, and stretch himself by night at the side of 
the altar itself, that he might be the more sure of entering into 

^ This seems to be the most probable interpretation of Hosea’s denunciation of 
Israel’s worship as a Baal cult, Hos. ii. 2-13 (Hcb. 4-1 5) • 
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commnnion with Yahweh. We may be certain that the great, 
establishments shared in the outward prosperity of the realm. 
But none of this touched the real evil; religion, as understood by 
the official leaders, had no concern with social morality. In 
certain respects Yahweh’s name stood for righteousness, e.g. in 
the oath, yet perjury became only too familiar a fact in daily life. 
But, for the most part, religion not merely condoned immorality, 
it often enjoined it, and we have the spectacle, too common in 
the history of religions, of God and moral goodness standing on 
opposite sides. One or two illustrations rise at once to our minds. 
The common law of Israel permitted a creditor to take a poor 
man^s outer garment only on condition that it should be re- 
turned for use at night, ^ but if the creditor could claim that he 
needed or was going to use the cloak for some sacred purpose, 
such as ‘incubation’, the ecclesiastical custom was allowed to 
override the humanity which underlay the civil law, and the 
latter was suspended.^ Still more startling is another feature of 
Israelite ritual which has a counterpart in almost every agricul- 
tural religion in the east. Sexual promiscuity was most strongly 
condemned by the true Israelite feeling, and there were few 
offences on which the old nomad tradition spoke with clearer 
voice. Yet the practice of ritual fornication was by no means 
unknown, and may have been a regular feature of the cult at 
the great sanctuaries.^ So far from giving help and guidance to 
the people in the great moral and social crisis of her history, the 
established religion was much more likely to have thrown all its 
weight into the other scale, and to have fostered those very 
tendencies which threatened the life of the nation. 

But the official religion was not the only force at work. It is 
true that the organized worship of Israel seems to have been 
almost entirely of that syncretistic type which made Yahweh the 

' Exod. xxii. 25 f. 2 Am , ii. 8. 

^ Cp. e.g. Am. ii. 7. Attempts have been made, on the basis of the word 
which has no necessarily religious connotation, to relieve the sanctuaries of the 
charge in this instance, and to suppose that Amos was speaking of secular, not of 
religious life. But the concluding words of the verse surely make it clear that this 
must have been held to be an act of worship. Iniquity committed outside the range 
of Yahweh ’s immediate interests could hardly have been said to ‘profane’ His ‘holy 
name’. It is possible also that the tragedy of Hosea’s life was due to religion. There 
was in Babylonian religion at least one class of temple prostitute, the Kharimdtiy 
whose position carried no social slur, and, after a period of service in the Temples, 
such women normally married, and settled down to respectable family life. (See 
CAJ^.i.538ff.) 


THE ISRAELITE REVIVAL 369 

Baal par excellence^ but other tendencies made themselves mani- 
fest. Once more we need to remember the two Israels, the 
agricultural and the pastoral, and to remind ourselves that in 
the east and the south, and possibly at isolated spots elsewhere, 
there were those who clung to the conception of Yahweh as the 
wilderness God of a shepherd people, and did all that lay in 
their power to maintain the traditions which had come down to 
them from the earliest days of their national existence. This fact 
cannot be too strongly emphasized, for it was vital to the whole of 
Israel’s religion, and proved to be the decisive factor in the com- 
plex situation which gave rise to the later Judaism. On the 
basis of the agricultural syncretism there could be no progress, 
and all experience has tended to show that such a body of 
beliefs has ever deteriorated, save where it has given birth to 
a philosophy which has ultimately overshadowed or even ex- 
tinguished the religion. The nature of the Hebrew mind was 
such that no refuge was to be hoped for in that direction, and 
Israel’s spiritual life was saved only by that element which 
looked back on her bridal days, when she followed Yahweh in 
the wilderness,^ as offering the ideal towards which she must 
once more strive. 

There was more than one class of holy person who felt, though 
perhaps, but dimly, the peril in which the nation stood. We 
hear of the Rechabites, that strange group which, in the midst 
of an agricultural community, insisted on living by the standards 
of the nomad life. There were also Nazirites. In spite of much 
uncertainty as to the true nature of the early Nazirites, it is 
clear that they were in a special sense consecrated to the service 
of Yahweh, and that, like the Rechabites, they utterly eschewed 
the use of wine. We may suspect that they resembled the Recha- 
bites in other ways also, differing from them mainly in the fact 
that they were normally isolated individuals, and never formed 
an organized community.^ But, best of all, there were the 
canonical prophets, perhaps the most extraordinary, original, 
and important group of men whose labours history records. No 
other class has ever exercised so profound an influence on 
human thinking about God as did Amos and his successors. 


® Jer. ii. 2 . 

* Gp, Am, ii. 12. Tlie originality of the sentence has been disputed, but the most 
likely solution of the critical problems involved is that ii^ has been misplaced, and 
should follow rather than precede 12a. 

■ 3874 B b 
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To their own generation these men were indistinguishable from 
the popular save, perhaps, that each of them stood alone, 

and that they were not connected with the companies into which 
the professional ecstatics tended to group themselves. They 
were thus the true successors of Micaiah and of Elijah, and it is 
not an accident that the first of them, Amos,^ came also from 
a non-agricultural community. In his shepherd life he, like 
Elijah, had learned to know Yahweh as the God of the wilder- 
ness days,^ and he came into the complicated life of the great 
cities with a profound sense of the contrast between his ideal 
and Israel’s actuality. His critical faculties were unimpaired by 
familiarity, and undimmed by a knowledge of involuntary com- 
plicity in the society whose evils he so obviously beheld, and to 
this detachment we may attribute that amazing clarity of vision 
which enabled him to understand, estimate, and condemn the 
life of Samaria and of Bethel as no citizen of the north could 
have done. While his detachment robbed him of that power of 
sympathy which is essential to the most effective rebuke of sin, 
it gave to him a unique perspective. Tradition and experience 
taught him to see the facts with full sympathy for the poor and 
the lowly, the depressed classes, and the moral standards and 
democratic principles which men of his standing associated with 
Yahweh were outraged at every turn by what he saw in agricul- 
tural Israel. 

Amos thus stood in a certain sympathy with the Rechabite 
and the Nazirite. But his true greatness and significance are to 
be observed only when we contrast him with them. Like him, 
they seem to have been conscious of the rottenness of the state of 
Israel, and their solution was economic, social, political. They 
said in effect, ‘Civilization is a fearful and a wicked thing; let us 
get rid of civilization and go back to the simple ways of our 
distant forefathers’. Amos had no political scheme to offer. He 
did not condemn the agricultural and commercial order per se^ 
nor did he call for a revolution, as his ninth-century predecessors 
had done. It was not the system that was wrong; at worst the 
system was no more than a symptom of a graver disease, more 
deeply seated in the body politic. He bade men recover the 

' Amos’s prophetic utterances certainly fall within the reign of Jeroboam II (vii. 
i i) and are probably to be dated about 760 b.g. In viii. 9 he seems to allude to a 
solar eclipse, suggesting that he had experienced that of June 24, 763 b.g. 

J Cp. e.g. V. 25. 
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ancient principles which ^ had been associated with Yahwehin 
the early days, in times before elaborate ritual and costly sacri- 
fice were allowed to become a substitute for nobler and purer 
theories of living. He besought them to seek Yahweh, not the 
sanctuaries, if they would save their country. Let them realize 
that the God of Israel demanded, first and foremost, fair and right 
dealing between a man and his fellow, let conduct in the new 
order be based on the principles which had found expression 
in the older law, above all let men realize that what seemed 
morally evil to them could not seem right to Yahweh, and there 
might be a chance of safety. 

It was in this insistence on the ethical character of Yahweh 
that Amos made his supreme contribution to the religion of his 
people, and, ultimately, to that of the whole world. It was a new 
idea for men, and one that proved most fruitful. Yahweh was 
not the whimsical, capricious, non-moral being that men thought 
all gods to be. It is one of the tragedies of religion that men’s faith 
so often presents them with an object of worship who is ethically 
their inferior, and they ascribe to their deities a character and a 
conduct which they would most strongly condemn in themselves 
and in their fellows. That Israel, too, shared this belief is beyond 
dispute, and this fact makes all the greater the miracle of the 
prophetic doctrine. In so far as there is any explanation it must 
lie in that double line of thought and tradition to which atten- 
tion has so often been called. The nomad religion did carry with 
it an ethical content which was adequate to the needs of a simple 
shepherd people. Amos and men like him, recognizing their 
oneness with agricultural and commercial Israel, and the com- 
mon faith which all professed, saw that the moral principles 
expressed in the precepts of the past must be applied to the new 
conditions of a changed social order. Israel’s permanence would 
depend on her knowledge of Yahweh’s moral demands and on 
her conformity to them. She must seek Yahweh if she would 
live.^ 


* Am. V. 6. 


Chapter XVIII 

THE FALL OF SAMARIA 


SUMMARY 

[With the death of Jeroboam II began the collapse of Israel. Its first 
sign is the succession of usurpers, each of whom assassinated his 
predecessor. Menahem paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser III in 738 b.g., 
but Pekah, the murderer of his son, tried, with Rezon of Damascus, 
to revive the old alliance of 853 b.g. They tried to force Ahazof Judah 
into the coalition, but he refused, and, when attacked, appealed to 
Tiglath-pileser for help in spite of Isaiah’s advice and warning. 

In 732 B.G. Tiglath-pileser brought the kingdom of Damascus to an 
end and replaced Pekah by Hoshea. Some form of foreign cultus 
seems to have been imposed on Ahaz, but he suffered no loss. On the 
death of Tiglath-pileser, Hoshea, incited by the intrigues of Egypt, 
rebelled against Shalmaneser V- He was put out of the way and the 
Assyrians besieged Samaria, which fell in 721 b.g., after the death of 
Shalmaneser. The greater part of the territory of northern Israel had 
been organized into Assyrian provinces in 732 b.g., and Sargon now 
applied the same method to Samaria itself. Many of the inhabitants 
were deported, and their places taken by immigrants from Meso- 
potamia. It is to this event that the Hebrew historian traces the 
mixed and heretical Samaritan people.] 

T he reign of Jeroboam II was apparently prosperous, but, 
nevertheless, the country was rotten to the core, and the first 
impress of an external force pierced the thin skin of prosperity 
and revealed its true condition. The generation which immedi- 
ately followed the appearance of Amos at Bethel saw the total 
collapse of the northern kingdom, and, forty years after the 
utterances of the pioneer prophet, the kingdom of the north for 
ever ceased to exist. All forms of evil seem to have been let loose. 
King followed king with bewildering rapidity, and one only 
after Jeroboam was succeeded by his own son. Again and again 
a king reached the throne only by the murder of his predecessor, 
and held it just so long as he could avoid being murdered by his 
successor.^ The political fabric of the kingdom had fallen apart, 
and, with her man-power exhausted, her lands harried by war, her 
national vigour sapped by economic oppression, Israel inevitably 
fell an easy prey to the Assyrian invader, 

A certain melancholy interest attaches to the spectacle of this 

. * Gp, Hos. vii. 7^, vHi. 4^. 
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swift CGlIapsCj and we. have a fair number of details. Jeroboam’s 
son, Zechariahj had no more than six months on the thronej 
before he was assassinated by a certain Shallum, whose home is 
probably to be placed at Jibleam, in the plain of Esdraelon.^ 
But another faction was already in the field, with its centre at 
Tirzah, advocating the claims of one Menahem, son of Gadi. 
Shallum was soon disposed of, being killed in Samaria a month 
after the murder of Zechariah, but it seems that a garrison 
belonging to the same party held out at Tiphsah.^ Menahem 
besieged and captured this city, treating its inhabitants with a 
cruelty characteristic of oriental warfare. 

Menahem is assigned a reign often years, ^ and it is remark- 
able, not so much for what the king himself did in Palestine, but 
because the Assyrians appeared once more in the west. The stage 
of weakness through which the empire of Nineveh had passed 
came to an end in 745 b.g., when the throne was seized by a 
usurper, Tiglath-pileser III.5 His first ten years were spent in 
reducing the east to submission and order, and he then turned 
his attention to the west. In 738 b.g.^ he made an expedition to 
the shores of the Mediterranean, receiving homage and tribute 
from a number of the local princes, among whom was Mena- 
hem. The list also includes Rezon of Damascus and the kings of 
Tyre and Byblos,^ and it seems that in all these cases the tribute 
was given without resistance. It has been suggested that Mena- 
hem was paying for Assyrian support in the civil war which gave 

* 2 Kgs. XV. 8-1 1 . - 

* So read with LXX in verse 10 MT. a very curious and un- 

Hebrew phrase. 

^ The best-known place of this name is Thapsacus on the Euphrates, which can 
hardly be the spot. It has therefore been proposed to read Tappuach, which was 
the name of a city some miles to the south of Shechem. But there seems to have 
been a Tiphsah to tlie west of Tappuach, which may be the place intended. 

^ 2 Kgs. XV. 1 7. 

® He is sometimes known in the Old Testament (cp. 2 Kgs. xv. 19, but cp. also 
verse 29) by the name of Pul, the title accorded to him in Babylon. It was not an 
uncommon thing for an Assyrian king to bear a separate name in Babylon, and he 
may have used this also in tlie west. Another explanation offered is that Pul was 
his personal name, and that, on attaining the throne he adopted the name of a 
great Assyrian king of the past. If so, he was worthy of the title, for he was one of 
thegreatest kings who ever sat on the throne of Nineveh. We may also remember the 
possibility that the final redaction of Kings was made in Babylon, and the editor 
might be more familiar with the name used there, 

^ This is the first date in the history of Israel that we can place with accuracy 
since the tribute paid by Jehu to Shalmaneser III in 841. 

7 Gp. Luckenbill, i. 276, § 772 
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capable of abandoning His city and His home to a pair of up- 
starts such as these. The enemy has no power of endurance and 
must soon fall; the two kings are like bits of stick drawn from the 
fire, still smoking, but to all intents and purposes already ex- 
tinguished.^ The prophet offers to put the matter to the test, 
and since Ahaz will not issue the challenge Isaiah suggests, he 
makes a prediction: Tf a woman were to conceive now, and the 
child were born in due time, then, before it could tell the dif- 
ference between good and bad, between pleasant and unplea- 
sant, Jerusalem would be safe, and the two threatening kings 
would have perished.’^ But expostulation and promise were 
alike useless; Ahaz would have his way, and sent his message to 
the Assyrian court, with such offerings as could be collected 
from the depleted treasuries of the royal house and of the 
Temple. Such a step was quite unnecessary, for the action of the 
two kings was such as no Assyrian sovereign, least of all Tiglath- 
pileser, could possibly overlook. In 734 b.g. an Assyrian army 
was again in the west,^ and Tiglath-pileser exacted full ven- 
geance on his enemies. Syria was struck down and depopulated, 
and we hear no more of the kingdom of Damascus in the As- 
syrian annals. Northern Israel likewise suffered. Naphtali is the 
only district mentioned in Tiglath-pileser’s extant inscriptions, 
but the record in 2 Kgs. xv. 29 adds practically the whole of 
northern Israel, whence a large part of the population was 
removed to Assyria, and other documents attest the formation of 
several provinces to the north and east. It seems that Tiglath- 
pileser was the first Assyrian king to make this extensive deporta- 
tion one of his regular methods, but his example was followed 
by all his successors. The expedition extended as far as Gaza, 
and even the Egyptian frontier was threatened. Tiglath-pileser 
says that Pekah was deposed; 2 Kgs. xv. 30 states that he was 
murdered, but both agree in making Hoshea his successor. 

In the meantime Judah had suffered severely, probably owing 
to the attack of Pekah and Rezon. Not only was the land 
ravaged and the city of Jerusalem attacked, but Edom found its 
opportunity to revolt and recover Elath.^ Though Ahaz sub- 
mitted as a vassal to Tiglath-pileser, the latter does not seem to 

^ Isa. vii. 4. 2 Isa. vil. 10-16. 

3 Gp. LuckcnbiU, ARA., pp. 279 f., 292 f., §§ 777, 779, 815 ff. 

^ 2 Kgs. xvi. 6. The MT. seems to make ‘Syria’ tiie victor over Judah in this 
verse, but probably we should omit the name and read CJIK and for 

and ’ : : 
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have felt any obligation to recover the lost seaport, and the 
historian remarks that it remained in Edomite hands down to 
his own timCo 

There was one incident of this campaign which had impor- 
tant results for the religious life of Judah. It seems that it was the 
custom for the Assyrians to introduce some form of cult into 
every city which they conquered, and to impose it on their 
subjects as a sign of their supremacy. The normal token of 
authority was the veneration of a green branch or bush, or the 
winged disk symbolizing Ashur,^ but it is possible that in some 
instances some further cult was imposed. Whether for this or 
for some other reason, Ahaz made certain innovations in the 
Temple ritual.^ While Tiglath-pileser was in Damascus, settling 
the affairs of that kingdom, Ahaz paid him a visit in order to do 
homage, and there saw a pattern of an altar which he arranged 
to have copied for use in Jerusalem. This can hardly have been 
a Syrian altar; there was no reason why he should have adopted 
any element from the cult of a ruined state. On the other hand, 
there may have been strong inducements for him to copy an 
altar of the Assyrian type, especially if, in addition, he had to 
introduce some element from the Assyrian cultus. The king still 
had complete control over the Temple and all its furniture, and 
was able to dictate to the priesthood there whatever forms he 
chose for use in worship. The new altar was placed in front of 
the eastern door of the sanctuary, and the bronze altar, which had 
previously occupied that position, was moved to the north. It is 
possible that this old altar, which, as far as we know, was still that 
which had originally stood before the door of the Ark-tent in 
David’s time, 3 had now become rather small for all that was 
required of it. Possibly the practice of the burnt-offering had 
increased with the passing of time, and it may have been felt that 
a larger article was needed. The old altar, however, was not 
entirely superseded, but was still used for special purposes, par- 
ticularly for divination. What form of divination was intended, 
we are not told, but the obvious suggestion is that it should be 
used for the inspection of entrails. No other form of divination 
is known which could not better be carried on without an 

® Gp. Smith in CAH. iiL 91. 

® 2 Kgs. xvi. io~i6. The previous verses may have been taken from the court 
annals, but this section clearly comes from the history of the Temple which wc have 
had occasion to notice elsewhere. Seepp, 252f. 
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into Ms liands.^ But there is no further mention of Samaria, and 

it seems clear that Israel had ceased to trouble the Assyrians. 

From this point the story of the northern parts of Palestine 
ceases to belong to the political history of Israel proper. The 
land is an integral part of the Assyrian empire, and is no longer 
strictly Israelite. It is possible that some part of the more 
southerly hill country was handed over to Ahaz, for we know 
that the Assyrian monarchs did take this means of rewarding 
vassals who had remained faithful when those around them 
were in revolt. And we shall find that, twenty years after the fall 
of Samaria, Sennacherib claims to have captured forty-six forti- 
fied cities from Judah, which is a very large number for Judah 
alone as it was in the days of the divided monarchy. Perhaps 
the old territory of Benjamin, including the Bethel and Gibeah 
districts, was handed over to Ahaz, and incorporated in the 
kingdom of Judah. 

Wherever possible the Assyrians seem to have tried to govern 
through native princes, whom they held responsible for the 
loyalty of their realms, i.e. for the payment of tribute. Where 
this system failed, as it failed in the cases of Damascus and 
Samaria, the country was divided into administrative dis- 
tricts, and suitable officials were appointed. Their duties were 
judicial, military and financial, and each district seems to have 
had at least one officer for the performance of each function. 
The official title of the district governor was bil pahdti^ abbre- 
\iated in later times to pehah^ the name still preserved through 
the Persian period. After the conquest of Damascus and the 
dethronement of Pekah in 734B.C., Tiglath-pileser had organized 
a considerable part of their territories, establishing new districts 
and appointing district governors.^ To the east of Jordan lay 
the provinces of Damascus, Qarnini (comprising the country 
lying immediately to the east of the Jordan valley, between the 
Lake of Huleh and the Sea of Galilee, with its capital at Ash- 
toreth Karnaim, while to the west of this lay the province of 

^ Sargon left a number of inscriptions recording his triumphs, and nearly all have 
some mention of this campaign. Cp. e.g. Luckenbill, ARA, ii. 3, 27, §§ 5, 55. 
The king of Hamath is variously called la’u-bid’i and liu-bi’di. This is not the 
only instance of a north Syrian name which appears to contain the divine name 
Yahweh. In the absence of other evidence we may conjecture that the friendly 
relations between David and the king of Hamath (see above, pp, 221 f.) had 
involved the introduction of a Yahweh-cult into the dominions of the latter. 

® For the whole subject see Forrer, Di& Provinzeinteilmg des Assynschen ReicheSf 
especially pp. 56-70, which deal with the south-western provinces in detail. 
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Hauran. To the south lay Gilead (GaFazu), bordered by two 
kingdoms which retained their independence^ Ammon and 
Moab. To the west of Jordan it seems that the land of Naphtali 
was made into a province, and to the south of this was the 
district of Megiddo, which embraced southern Galilee and the 
plain of Esdraelon. Carmel and the coastal plain, from Akko to 
the northern borders of the Philistine territory, were formed into 
a province whose capital was at Dor, and this included the city 
of Rashpuna, the later Apollonia. It will be seen that the extent 
of country over which Hoshea was allowed to rule was thus very 
small indeed, containing little more than the hill country of 
Ephraim, and northward as far as the plain of Esdraelon. The 
insignificance of it may be judged from the fact that Sargon 
organized it as a single province after tlie capture of the city 
itself. The only additions made after 721 b.g. were the province 
of Ashdod (on the capture of the city by Sargon in 71 1 b.g.) and 
the two kingdoms of Ammon and Moab, which fell into the 
hands of Esarhaddon in 690 b.g., but were never held long 
enough to be organized as regular provinces of the empire. 

The hold that the governors had upon their provinces was 
probably adequate at ordinary times. They almost certainly 
had some kind of military guard, though it cannot have been 
large, and they were in some danger of being isolated. It is 
clear that the forces at their disposal were sufficient to hold 
their own provinces, for in the great rebellion which broke out 
on Sennacherib’s accession we hear nothing of any revolt among 
the organized Assyrian districts — Sennacherib does not mention 
one of them. But it is equally clear that they were not strong 
enough to undertake other conquests, for none of the governors 
made the slightest attempt, as far as our records tell us, to 
reduce the rebellious cities at that critical time, and no progress 
could be made until Sennacherib himself appeared with an 
Assyrian army. 

One most important step was taken by Sargon. Tiglath- 
pileser had removed large numbers of the people, and Sargon 
himself carried away fifty chariots and 27,290 of the inhabitants, 
though he does not tell us where he took them. For information 
on this last point we are indebted to the statement in 2 Kgs. 
XV. 29 that Tiglath-pileser’s prisoners were removed to 
Assyria, while in 2 Kgs. xvii. 6 we are told that Sargon’s 
deportees were settled in various parts of Mesopotamia— 
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Halali, Habor, and Media. But it was no part of the Assyrian 
policy to leave the land desolate, and it was a convenient spot on 
which to settle rebels from other parts of the empire who had 
shown themselves too truculent to be allowed to stay in their old 
homes. More than one Assyrian king used Palestine for this 
purpose. Sargon himself, in 715 b.g., placed there a number of 
Arabs from different tribes. ^ Ezra iv. 2 speaks of settlements 
made by Esarhaddon, and Ezra iv. 10 of immigrants similarly 
introduced by Ashur-bani-pal, while in 2 Kgs. xvii. 24, 30 £, 
we have a list of the nations represented among the new-comers. 
They include men from Babylon, Cuth, Sepharvaim, Hamath, 
and Awa. It is practically impossible to reconstruct any history 
of the immigrations from these data, if only because the Assyrian 
kings prided themselves on being protectors of Babylon and 
Cuth, and claim to have restored exiles to these cities. Their 
policy was to conciliate the people of Babylonia, while making 
war on their rebellious rulers, and it seems quite unlikely that 
they should have transported colonists to Palestine from 
Mesopotamia. Nevertheless, allowing for some inaccuracy in 
details, it is clear on all accounts that foreigners were settled in 
the land, and that further elements were thus added to the racial 
mixture already in the country. 

The story of the religious difficulties of the new colonists has 
every mark of truth,^ even if we find it improbable that the 
settlers were drawn from the cities actually named. War and 
the removal of the people (though Sargon’s figure for the exiles 
is not very large) must have left the land somewhat thinly 
populated, and in such circumstances wild animals readily 
multiply. Naturally the ancient mind attributed this to the 
anger of the local deity, now defrauded of his due worship, and 
took steps to secure correct instruction. At the same time the 
immigrants were unwilling to abandon the cult of their own 
ancestral gods, and they combined the two. The situation does 
not differ very greatly from that of Israel in the first generations 
after their entry into Canaan, save that the new creeds lacked 
that exclusiveness which in the end reduced all the local spirits 
of Canaan to forms or agencies of Yahweh. The old cult and the 
new continued side by side, and helped to accentuate the age- 
long division between the north and the south. It is no wonder 
that in the long run the adherents of a purer Yahwism than 
* Luckenbill, ARd. ii. 7, § 17. ® a Kgs. xvii. 29-41. 
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ever pre-Exilic Israel had known repudiated the northern 
peoples as heathen — or worse. It is true that eventually the 
worship of Yahweh did overshadow and supersede all other 
cults in the north, and it is a striking fact that to this day it is 
on the site of Samaria alone that the Passover, most ancient 
and characteristic of all IsraeFs ritual forms, is still faithfully 
observed.^ 

^ Cp. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament^ pp. 340 n., 341, 372 ff,, together with 
the authorities cited by Gray; also Jeremias, Passafest der Samaritaner (1932). 


Chapter XIX 

ASSYRIA AND JUDAH 

SUMMARY 

[Sargon captured Aslidod in 711, but Judah remained faithful to 
Assyria till the accession of Sennacherib in 705 led to a general 
revolt throughout the empire. This seems to have been organized 
by Marduk-apal-iddina of Babylon, and the only western vassal who 
remained faithful to Assyria was Padi king of Ekron. He was deposed 
and imprisoned in Jerusalem. Hezekiah was severely criticized by 
Isaiah, who felt that Judah was profaning herself by meddling in 
world politics, but he refused to take the prophet’s advice. As a 
gesture of independence he inaugurated a reform of the cultus, 
putting down the local sanctuaries and destroying the bronze snake 
worshipped in Jerusalem. He also secured the water supply of the 
city by cutting the Siloam tunnel, and took other measures to 
strengthen the defences of Jerusalem. 

Sennacherib dealt first with the Mesopotamian rebels and then 
marched westwards, completely overthrowing his opponents. Jeru- 
salem was besieged, though not taken, and all Judah laid waste. 
Hezekiah was compelled to restore Padi and pay an enormous 
tribute, while his territories were curtailed. Sennacherib’s return to 
Mesopotamia was probably hastened by a fresh revolt in Babylon 
and an outbreak of plague which decimated his army. 

This was the last revolt of Judah against Assyria, but the reign of 
Manasseh was a period of religious reaction. The old local sanctu- 
aries were restored and foreign cults were introduced. Human 
sacrifice was practised and tradition tells of massacres of the 
prophets. 

It was in the latter half of the monarchy that the canonical prophets 
first appeared, teaching that Yahweh was a God of Law, of Creation, 
of History, yet especially the God of Israel.] 

T he list of Assyrian provinces in Palestine and the neigh- 
bourhood, which we have already noticed, contains no 
mention of Judah. As a matter of fact Judah never was a pro- 
vince of the Assyrian crown, and remained one of the few states 
which, to the end of the Assyrian dominion, preserved a nominal 
independence under her own king, though paying tribute 
regularly and homage when it was required. From 734 b.g., 
when Ahaz first appealed to Tiglath-pileser, down to 626 b.g. 
when, as it seems, the last traces of Assyrian power in the west 
were swept away, Judah continued to be a faithful vassal of 
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Assyria, except for one outbreak,® which, indeed is one of the 

best-known events in the history of Israel. 

The capture of Samaria and the organization of the province 
were not the end of Sargon’s advance in the west. By this time 
it seems as if the Assyrian government already had designs on 
Egypt, and the slow occupation of Palestine was a necessary 
preliminary to a conquest which would make Assyria the sole 
mistress of the civilized world, Sargon states that he received 
tribute from Pharaoh, king of Egypt in 714 b.g.,^ though he 
makes no claim to have occupied the land. But in the campaign 
of 720 B.G., following on the capture of Samaria, he overran 
Philistia, in particular subduing Gaza, the most southerly of the 
Philistine towns. Apparently at this time he left all the cities 
under native rulers, who continued to pay their tribute regularly 
for some years. At length, however, Philistia broke into revolt, 
and in 71 1 b . g . Sargon was compelled to undertake the reduc- 
tion of its chief cities. 

An abortive attempt at rebellion had been made by Azuru, 
king of Ashdod ,3 who was accordingly deposed by Sargon, his 
brother Ahimitu being placed on the throne. But the people 
of Ashdod (whom Sargon calls Hittites) refused to accept the 
Assyrian nominee, and elected a certain latna or lamani^ in his 
place. Sargon promptly brought an army into Philistia, and 
reduced, not only Ashdod, but also Gath and Ashdudimmu. 
The Ionian escaped before the arrival of the Assyrian forces, and 
took refuge in upper Egypt, on the borders of Ethiopia. The 
Philistine cities seem to have suffered very severely, for Sargon 
states that he rebuilt them. Ashdod was now converted into an 
Assyrian province, with a regular governor, who ruled over the 
greater part of Philistia, though Gaza and Ekron still remained 
under tributary kings of their own. Egypt and Assyria were now 
practically face to face. 

It is worth noting that Judah played little part in these 
events. Sargon speaks of her as sharing in the ‘revolt^ but there 

^ It is true that Sargon mentions Judah among the states which rebelled in 
71 1 B.G., but neither he nor the Hebrew historians mention any campaign against 
Jerusalem or any punishment inflicted on Hezekiah. 

Luckenbill, iz. 77 f., 26 f., §§ 18, 55. 

^ Date uncertain, but probably not long before 71 1 B.c. 

^ The former seems to be the form on the ‘Annals’ inscription (Luckenbill, 

P* 13? §3o)j the latter is that of the ‘Display Inscription’ (Luckenbill, op. cit., ii, 
p. 31, § 62); it appears that the word simply means ‘Ionian’ or ‘Cypriote’. Sargon 
does not know and does not care what the man’s own personal name was. 
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is no account of any expedition against Jerusalem and the whole 
incident passes without reference in the Old Testament, unless 
it be in an oracle pronounced over Philistia by Isaiah^ and in a 
symbolic action performed by the same prophet, indicating the 
danger to Egypt.^ He saw clearly that now, with Ashdod an 
Assyrian province and with Gaza dependent, there was nothing 
to prevent the further advance of the Assyrians southwards. 
But these are the judgements of a keen observer looking at the 
state of the countries about him, and do not involve his own 
people further than his implied warning against any reliance on 
Egypt. Rather do they testify to the fact that Judah was not 
directly affected by the fresh Assyrian advance. 

The terror of Sargon kept Palestine quiet for the remainder of 
his reign, and we hear of no further expeditions to the west after 
71 1 B.G. But on his death in 705 b.g. it seemed as though the 
whole of the Assyrian empire might break up into small fragments. 
There was always the probability of sporadic revolts on the death 
of an Assyrian king, but never before or since (save after the death 
of Ashur-bani-pal) was the disturbance so widely spread. This 
was due to the fact that behind it lay a man of real ability, 
almost of genius, Marduk-apal-iddina (in our Biblical texts 
called Merodach-baladan), who was to Assyria much what 
Hannibal was to Rome. As king of the 'Sealand^ i.e. of Chaldaea 
proper, a district near the northern end of the Persian gulf, 
Marduk-apal-iddina had paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser^ in 
731 B.G.^ On the accession of Sargon he made a successful 
attempt to secure Babylon, where, it seems, he was permitted to 
remain for twelve years on payment of tribute, s as it seems from 

^ Isa. xiv. 28 jff. The occasion is almost certainly the death of an Assyrian king, 
but the date given, the year of the death of Ahaz, makes Tiglath-pileser much the 
most likely of the three possible kings. The date of Hezekiah’s accession has been 
much disputed, but neither 721 nor 705 b.g. has been seriously suggested. Of course 
the reference to the death of Ahaz may be a compiler’s guess — but it is the most 
direct evidence we have, and is not to be discarded without some reason. 

® Isa. XX. I . ® Luckenbill, ARA. i, 285, 794, Olmstead, History of Assyria^ p, 250. 

® Sargon’s account is not very clear (Luckenbill, ARA. ii. 14, 31), but this 
seems to be the best interpretation of his statement. The events are dated in his 
twelfth year — Tn my twelfth year Marduk-apal-iddina . . . withheld his tribute. . . . 
He prepared for battle and descended upon the land of Sumer and Akkad. For 
twelve years, against the will (heart) of the gods, he held sway over Babylon, the 
city of the lord of the gods, and ruled it.’ Sargon goes on to say that he was the 
deliverer of Babylon appointed by Marduk, and describes the way in which he 
fulfilled the divine commission. Obviously we cannot add the twelve years to the 
twelfth year of Sargon’s reign, for he reigned only from 722 to 705 b.g., and we are 
forced to conclude that the two periods synchronized. 

C C 2 
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Sargon's records. In 709 b.g., however^ he revolted^ and 
succeeded in forming an extensive alliance against Sargon 
in southern Mesopotamia, including the Elamites in his con- 
federacy. Both the principals prepared armies, but before they 
could unite Sargon flung himself between them and prevented 
the Elamite forces from coming to the help of the Chaldaeans. 
Marduk-apal-iddina was compelled to withdraw to Sippora, 
and early in the following year he was so thoroughly defeated 
that he had to take refuge in the marshes at the head of the 
Persian gulf. 

The death of Sargon in 705 b.g. gave Marduk-apal-iddina 
a new opportunity. This time he determined to organize a 
general revolt over the whole of the Assyrian empire. He 
secured support at once from practically all the tribes, Ara- 
maean, Arab and Akkadian, in and about lower Mesopotamia, 
and entered once more into an alliance with Elam. But he 
was not content with a local rising, and did his best to stir up 
trouble for Sennacherib in the far west. Messengers were sent to 
Palestine and, probably, to Egypt; whether the Egyptian move- 
ments were concerted with those of Mesopotamia or not, Sha- 
baka certainly took his share in the enterprise. All the tributary 
states of the west seem to have been involved, including Judah, ^ 
Ammon, Moab, Tyre and others. Three vassal kings remained 
faithful to Sennacherib, Mitinti of Ashdod, Silli-bel of Gaza, and 
Padi, king of Ekron, but the last was deposed by his own sub- 
jects and sent to Jerusalem, there to be kept in prison by 
Hezekiah. Jerusalem was probably selected by the confederates 
partly because it was close to Ekron and partly because it was one 
of the strongest fortresses in the country — probably the strongest 
of all. We have no mention of any of the Assyrian provinces, 
except Ashdod. Here it seems that the method of government 
had undergone a change. Sargon distinctly states that he made 

^ It is almost inevitable that we should connect with this revolt the visit of 
Marduk-apal-iddina’s embassy to Hezekiah, described in 2 Kgs. xx. 12-19, The 
Hebrew historian places it, it is true, after the deliverance of Jerusalem in 701 b.g., 
but he must have been misled as to the order of events, Marduk-apal-iddina 
disappeared from Mesopotamian history even before Sennacherib’s invasion of 
Judah, and may have been finally defeated before his envoys actually reached 
Jerusalem. Some scholars, e.g. Skinner (cp. i and 2 Kings^ p. 403), connect this 
embassy with the revolt of Marduk-apal-iddina against Sargon in 710—709 b.g. But 
is it likely that Hezekiah, who seems to have been implicated in the movement 
which led to the fall of Ashdod in 71 1 b.g., though he escaped serious consequences, 
would so soon have lent his support to a rising against Sargon? 
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the district into a province of the empire, ^ but Mitinti the Ash- 
dodite is mentioned among the kings of Amurru who brought 
tribute to Sennacherib in 70 1 . Apparently the city was allowed 
to revert to the status of a tributary principality during the 
last few years of Sargon’s reign, or he may not have carried 
fully into effect his intention of making a province in this part 
of Palestine. It seems strange to a modern reader that we hear 
nothing of the provinces from either side. They took no part 
in the revolt, and their governors do not seem to have done 
anything to restore the Assyrian dominion in the rebellious 
principalities. 

Hezekiah’s policy in joining the revolt did not pass without 
criticism from within Judah. At least one man, the greatest man 
of his age, and one of the greatest Israelites of all time, Isaiah the 
son of Amoz, believed that the king was making a mistake, and, 
with that boldness which characterized the Israelite prophet, 
did not hesitate to say so.^ When the first embassy came from 
Marduk-apal-iddina, he took up a strong position, and insisted 
that the king had done wrong in giving a favourable reception 
to the envoys. As reported to us, his condemnation was based on 
the ground that Hezekiah, by showing them all his resources, 
would only arouse the cupidity of Babylon, and bring down in 
the long run a Babylonian king who would carry off all his 
treasures as spoil to Babylon. This, of course, was not literally 
fulfilled, for though Hezekiah’s wealth was transported to 
Mesopotamia, it was not to Babylon but to Assyria that it was 
taken. And we may well believe that the prophet had also 
other reasons. But there are other prophecies of Isaiah which 
may come from this same period. In Isa. xviii we have an 
oracle which is concerned with a visit from certain Ethiopian 
envoys, and the impression we receive from the attitude of the 
prophet is that they wdshed to form an alliance with Israel, the 
object of which can have been no other than a combination 
against Assyria. These are surely the ambassadors of Shabaka, the 
first king of the twenty-fifth dynasty, which was Ethiopian or 
Nubian in origin. The answer to be given to these messengers is 
courteous in tone, but the prophet’s utterances to his own people 

® Luckenbill, ARA. ii, p. 14, § 30, ‘Their cities* (i.e. Ashdod, Gath, and Ash- 
dudimmu) T built anew and settled therein the people of the lands my hands had 
conquered. My official I set over them as governor. I counted them with the 
people of Assyria and tlicy drew my yoke.’ * 2 Kgs. xx. scxxbc. 


398 HISTORY OF ISRAEL 

fraction of Israel which would carry on the tradition, a city in 
which Yahweh had His home, and that therefore Jerusalem, 
His city and the seat of His shrine, could not possibly be suflFered 
to perish. But the deliverance would come from Yahweh Him- 
self, not from any human power, E^ptian or another. 

Hezekiah entirely failed to appreciate either Isaiah’s policy or 
the reasons for it. He has been, perhaps, over-glorified by that 
Deuteronomic tradition whose sole test of righteous kingship lay 
in the royal attitude towards the local sanctuaries. It is not 
suggested that Hezekiah was a bad man or a bad king, but he 
certainly did not rise above his fellows in practical statesman- 
ship, and still less could he attain to the height of Isaiah’s 
religious convictions. He was bent on rebellion, and, indeed, it 
seemed for the moment as if the whole Assyrian empire must 
crumble to pieces. His decision once taken, his measures were 
wise and energetic. They fall into two classes, (a) those intended 
to consolidate his own authority and centralize the interest of 
Judah in Jerusalem, (b) those aimed at securing the material 
defences of the city. 

The first class of measures may be summed up in the reform 
of the cultus which is attributed to him. It has been doubted 
whether he really did carry through all that is ascribed to him in 
2 Kgs. xviii. 4,^ but in that case we still have to explain how 
the tradition arose. There must have been some ground for it, 
and the Deuteronomic approval must have had an historical 
basis of some kind. It is, then, not impossible that Hezekiah 
did carry out measures which aimed at the suppression of the 
local sanctuaries, though we may suspect that his objects had a 
strong political element in them. For one thing, it is not unlikely 
that, since the days of Ahaz, the chief sanctuaries of Judah had 
contained some symbol of an Assyrian cult. This was probably 
true also of Jerusalem, and we may be sure that the reforms 
included the removal of such objects and the suppression of 
any cult connected with them. The destruction of the brazen 
serpent, however, tends to show that Hezekiah’s object was the 

* The passage contains serious syntactical difficulties which can be solved only 
in one of two ways, either (a) by radical emendation of the text, or (b) by assuming 
that the verse is a very late insertion, dating from a time when the characteristic 
grammatical features of classical Hebrew had begun to break down. But the 
passage, though late in its present form, may well embody an ancient tradition. 
Perhaps the original basis lay in the elimination of Assyrian objects of worship and 
tlie breaking of the bronze serpent. 
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concentration of worship at the tme sanctuary of Yahweh— that 
which sheltered the Ark.^ Yahweh was the God of Israel, and 
all Judah would worship Him, whatever forms they might use, 
and wherever they might bring their offerings. If the Jerusalem 
Temple were the only spot left at which gifts might be brought 
to Him, then it would follow that the national enthusiasm 
would be concentrated on an effort to preserve this spot from the 
invader. We need not doubt Hezekiah’s sincerity if we see in ' 
this reform a political gesture, for patriotism and religious 
loyalty naturally went hand in hand in ancient Israel. But it is a 
noteworthy fact that nowhere have we the slightest reference to 
tills reform in the extant work of Isaiah, and it is hardly credible 
tliat it should have passed entirely without notice if the prophet 
had seen that it was based on purely religious motives. The only 
person in the story who makes any use of it is the Rabshakeh.^ 
The most important of Hezekiah’s measures for the defence of 
Jerusalem concerned its water supply, the greatest source of 
weakness for the city, ever since the time of David. There is 
only one perennial fountain in the immediate neighbourhood of 
Jerusalem, that known as the Virgin’s spring, to the south- 
east of the Temple hill. Otherwise the city has to depend on 
reservoirs of rain-water. From the time of David the spring had 
been outside the walls, and Hezekiah took steps to bring the 
water within the city in a way which would not expose it to 
being cut off by a besieging enemy. Accordingly he cut through 
the rock the famous aqueduct, known as the Siloam tunnel, and 
so gave Jerusalem a water supply which may have been satis- 
factory for his day,3 at least for a garrison in what was then still 
the citadel, on the Ophel. This cannot have been done simply 
while the revolt was in progress, as it must have been slow work, 

® Serpent-worship in Jerusalem was also probably a form of Yahweh-cult, and 
it is worth noting that in the great vision of Isaiah (ch. vi) the divine attendants 
have applied to them the term used to describe the ‘fiery serpents^ of Num. 

xxi. 5-9. ^ 2 Kgs. xviii. 22. 

^ The tunnel is famous, among other reasons, for the inscription which was 
found cut upon its walls, explaining the final steps by which it was completed. It 
seems that the engineers started piercing the rock from both ends simultaneously, 
but made a slight miscalculation, with the result that the two shafts were being 
driven past one another when the workmen in one of them heard the picks of those 
in the other through the rock, and cuttings were made sideways. The text of the 
inscription has been frequently edited; it may be seen, for instance, in Driver, 
Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of Samuel^ viii ff. The tunnel runs for some- 

thing over 1,700 ft., winding considerably, from the Virgin’s spring to the pool of 
Siloam, which was within the old city, though now outside the walls of Jerusalem, . 
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the province of Samaria, and approached Jerusalem from the 
north. In Isa. x. 28-31 we have a striking description of the 
enemy’s movements, and the route is traced. It lay through 
the territory of Benjamin, and the way in which place after place 
is named in quick succession gives us a sense of the speed with 
which the Assyrian troops moved. At length Jerusalem was 
reached, and the story of the parley is vividly told in 2 Kgs. 



The Assyrian advance in 701 b.c., showing the localities mentioned in 
Isa. X. 28-31. 


xviii. 1 7 -*xix. 8. The Rabshakeh delivered his message in Hebrew, 
standing outside the walls and speaking up to the officers who 
were upon them. The human voice carries far in the clear air 
round Jerusalem, and to this day a conversation can be held 
between a speaker on the Ophel and another in the village of 
Silwan, or even on the hill above. Fearing the effect of the 
Rabshakeh’s words on the civil population, the officials asked 
him to speak in Aramaic, but he refiised, on the ground that he 
had no quarrel with the people themselves, but only with 
Hezekiah, and it was his desire that they should discard their 
king and submit to Assyria. It is clear that the Rabshakeh 
would have been glad enough to have secured the city without 
having to fight for it, and he hoped that the loyalty of the in- 
habitants would be no stronger than that of other places with 
which Sennacherib had had to deal. 

Hezekiah was assured by Isaiah that there was no danger to 
the city from the Assyrians, and the people remained faithful to 



ASSYRIA AND JUDAH 397 

their king. Judah is the only state of the nearer east which, in 
ancient times, never suffered a change of dynasty, a remarkable 
testimony to the impression that David had made. But it would 
seem that the people of Jerusalem itself were never put to the 
worst strain. We gather, both from Sennacherib’s account of 
the events, and also from the Biblical record, that Hezekiah 
agreed to all that was demanded of him, even while the siege of 
Lachish was still in progress. ‘I have offended,’ the Israelite 
record makes him say, ‘return from me; that which thou puttest 
upon me I will bear.’* The burden thus accepted was not light. 
Sennacherib claims to have received 30 talents of gold, 800 
talents of silver, thrones, stools of ivory, elephants’ skins and 
teeth, and the king’s sons. All that is mentioned in Kings is the 
30 talents of gold and 300 talents of silver, though we should, 
perhaps, add to this the silver that Hezekiah stripped from his 
buildings. 

It is not unlikely that the Rabshaketh and his force remained 
encamped about Jerusalem until all the spoil had been handed 
over. By the time the Assyrians were able to leave, Lachish had 
fallen, and Sennacherib was besieging Libnah. Ekron was 
threatened, and at last Egypt showed signs of interference. 
Sennacherib, it seems, did not feel sure of Hezekiah’s loyalty, 
and sent a message, this time, to judge from the record in 2 Kgs. 
xix. 9, without a serious force, threatening Hezekiah with utter 
ruin. The terms of the letter which was brought to Jerusalem 
do not expressly make the threat conditional on Hezekiah’s 
disobedience, and the king himself seems to have feared that his 
pardon had been revoked. He was reassured by Isaiah, who, 
instead of waiting to be consulted as he had done on the earlier 
occasion, spontaneously offered the king an assurance that the 
armies of Assyria would not again appear before Jerusalem. 

The expectation of an Egyptian advance w'as fulfilled. 
Shabaka collected some sort of an army, gathering together 
the princelets of the Delta and the king of Meluhha, perhaps 
under the leadership of that Tirhakah who succeeded to the 
Egyptian throne some ten years later. Sennacherib raised the 
siege of Libnah, and met the enemy at Eltekeh, in the south 
of Judah, where he inflicted on him a crushing defeat, though it 
seems that his own forces suffered from the ravages of disease, 
perhaps bubonic plague. Eltekeh and a place named Tamna 

* 2 Kgs. xviii. 14. 
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fell into his hands, and he returned to complete the subjuga- 
tion of the land. On his first arrival in southern Palestine he 
had laid the whole country waste, and claims to have captured 
46 fortified cities, besides innumerable villages, taking no less than 
200,150 captives. It appears that the last conquest^ was that of 
Ekron, to which Padi was restored. The final settlement in- 
volved a considerable reduction in the territories of Hezekiah, 
for parts of his dominions were divided among the few local 
kings who had remained faithful to Assyria.^ From the number 
of the captives and of the cities taken we may suspect that the 
kingdom of Hezekiah had extended beyond the normal borders 
of Judah proper, and we may conjecture that Sargon had re- 
warded the fidelity of Ahaz with a gift of some of the land 
formerly included in the kingdom of Israel. But we may be sure 
that Judah, as an individual state, was now reduced to its 
narrowest limits. 

Jerusalem, however, was not taken, and its escape had a 
profound influence on Israelite thought. It seemed to the people 
of the city and of the country that Yahweh’s presence was a 
guarantee that no evil could befall His home, and that as long 
as He remained within its walls the place was inviolable, and 
could defy any enemy who attacked it. In a certain sense this 
view was held by Isaiah, but along with it he would certainly 
have postulated a genuine appreciation of the demands which 
Yahweh would make on His people — demands, not of ritual 
service, but of moral conduct. He was entirely at one with Amos, 
Hosea, and Micah — a contemporary Judaean who saw the evils 
of the Jewish countryside as even Isaiah did not — and would 
have endorsed the opinion which found expression more than a 
century later in the visions of Ezekiel,^ that Yahweh could be 
driven from His Temple and city by the iniquity of the people. 
But for the time the policy advocated by Isaiah seemed to 
triumph, and men were brought to a feeling of security in 
their God. 

Sennacherib probably had more than one reason for leaving 
the city intact. He had all that he really required, and he may 
not have thought it worth while to spend the time and strength 

' This is not the order of the Taylor prism, but it seems that the events there 

recorded were not necessarily set down in chronological order. 

“ Gp. Alt, TerritonalgescMchtliche Bedeutung wn Sankeribs Eingriff. in Paldsttna^ 
Paldstinajahrbnchy xxv (1929), pp. 80 ff. s ' Gp. Ezek. x. 19, xi. 23. 
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necessary to depose Hezekiah and organize Judah as a province 
of the empire. Jerusalem was a fortress of great strength, and its 
reduction would have been very expensive to him. Hezekiah 
had learnt a lesson which he was not likely to forget, and the 
prospects of another revolt were remote. Egypt had received a 
crushing blow, and, still more, had been shown to be incom- 
petent to help her own allies. For a generation at least, no 
Palestinian state, remembering Eltekeh, would be likely to lend 
the slightest consideration to Egyptian intrigues. Isaiah and the 
Rabshakeh had spoken the truth about her. 

Allusion has already been made to an event which probably 
assisted Sennacherib to determine his course of action. In the 
two accounts we have of the Assyrian messages to Jerusalem, 
Isaiah appears with a promise of safety, but gives different 
predictions. When the prophet hears of the words of the Rab- 
shakeh, he tells Hezekiah that a spirit will be put into Senna- 
cherib, and he will hear a rumour, and he will return to his 
own land, where he will perish by the sword. The Assyrian king 
did hear a rumour, which proved to be true, that Babylon had 
once more broken into revolt, and he evidently had to bring his 
western campaign to a hurried close, and move where he and 
his troops were urgently needed if the empire was to stand. 
Marduk-apal-iddina was still alive and active, though the 
Chaldaean leader seems to have been a certain Shuzubi — perhaps 
a commander operating under the orders of Marduk-apal- 
iddina. He was utterly defeated, and the arch-rebel, gathering 
together all the gods of the land, with their shrines, took refuge 
once more on the island of Nagite-rakki, where it seems to have 
been hopeless to pursue him.^ His name is not mentioned again, 
and though Babylon was never wholly pacified, it is Shuzubi 
and Nabu-shum-iskun, son of Marduk-apal-iddina, of whom we 
hear as the leaders of the patriots. But for a number of years 
Sennacherib was kept fighting in the east, where the Elamites 
seem to have played a part not unlike that of Egypt in the west, 
though with far more vigour and success. 

The invasion of 701 B.c. is the last we hear of Assyrian armies 

^ Luckenbill, ARd, ii. 12 1 £,§242- Needless to say, Nagite-rakki has not been 
identified, nor is it likely to be. The Persian Gulf in ancient times extended a good 
deal farther north than it does to-day, and included all the country through which 
the Shatt-el-arab now passes, the Tigris and the Euphrates reaching the sea by 
different mouths. The island in question has probably long ago been included in 
the alluvial land which the two rivers have thrown up in the course of centuries. 
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in Judah. The policy of Sennacherib was justified^ for never' 
again did a king of Jerusalem seriously waver in his loyalty to 
the court of Nineveh. Hezekiah was succeeded by Manasseh,^ 
Manasseh by Amon,^ and Amon by the boy Josiah .3 In Josiah’s 
thirteenth year there befell a calamity which swept away the 
last remnants of Assyrian authority, already weak, from Pales- 
tine, and through the whole period there is no instance in which 
the Assyrians claim that Judah was rebellious, or in which 
Judahite historians record an invasion of their country. There 
is, it is true, one apparent exception, for it is stated in 2 Chron. 
xxxiii. 10 f. that the Assyrians invaded Judah and carried 
Manasseh away captive to Babylon. There is no hint of such an 
event in the book of Kings^ however, nor is there in any known 
Assyrian document or inscription the least suggestion of rebel- 
lion on Manasseh’s part. But we have an account of the building 
of a new suburb at Nineveh, since Esarhaddon found the city 
too small for him. Twenty-two kings were summoned to offer 
their homage and to bear their part in the construction, ten of 
them from Cyprus, and twelve from the Mediterranean coast- 
lands .4 The latter list includes all the independent or rather 
tributary sovereigns of Syria and Palestine, and it is interesting 
to compare the names with those mentioned in Sennacherib’s 
account of his campaign in 701 b.g. The event must have taken 
place early in the reign of Esarhaddon (680-669 b.g.), since 
three of the kings of Sennacherib’s day, at least twenty years 
earlier, are still living, and occupy their old thrones. These 
three are Silli-bel of Gaza, Mitinti of Ashdod, and Budu’ilu of 
Ammon. The rest of Sennacherib’s contemporaries have gone, 
and others now hold their places. Prominent among these is 
Manasseh, who has now succeeded his father Hezekiah, and 
clearly follows that policy of submission to Assyria which marked 
Hezekiah’s later years. We can easily understand that the 
tradition of Manasseh’s journey to Nineveh grew into a legend 
of his captivity in Babylon; so wicked a king ought to have 
suffered some terrible punishment. The story of his restoration, 
however, lends strength to suspicion. No record suggested any- 
thing other than that he held the throne till his death, and he 
had to be brought back to fit the known history. We note, 

^ 2 Kgs. xxi. I ff. « -2 Kgs. xxL 19 ff. s 2 Kgs. xxii. i ff. 

^ The record is contained in Esai-haddon prisms S and B, cp. Luckenbill, ARA* 
i. 265 f., § 690. 
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furtheij the entire absence of any mention of a substitute or any 
other means of carrying on the government in his absence. Had 
he really been deported as a rebel, some one would certainly 
have been put in his place, for it could not have been foreseen 
that he would repent and be restored to his own land. 

As a matter of fact, the omission of a campaign against Judah 
from the Assyrian annals is decisive. We have a really detailed 
account of the story of Assyria and of her kings from the begin- 
ning of the reign of Tiglath-pileser III down to the thirtieth 
year of Ashur-bani-pal. For the last thirteen years of the latter 
reign, it is true, we have no direct annals, but they fell within 
the time of Josiah, and allow no opportunity for events which 
affected Josiah’s grandfather. 

Sennacherib never had to fight in the west again, save for an ex- 
pedition (which cannot have been a difficult one) against the Arabs 
and Edomites in 691 b.c. But when he was murdered in 680 b.g. 
by two of his sons, it seemed once more as if the empire were in 
danger of falling to pieces. Esarhaddon was in Babylon, where 
he had been governor under his father, and by prompt action 
succeeded in destroying some of his rivals and forestalling others. 
It seems that he was less unpopular in southern Mesopotamia than 
his predecessors had been, and he was far more free to devote 
his attention to the west. A ‘revolt’ in Sidon was first suppressed, 
and the king then devoted himself to the foundation of a new 
city on the Phoenician coast, and to the organization of a fresh 
province in Phoenicia. He does not seem to have carried this 
out very completely, perhaps because it was impossible for him 
to capture Tyre, and he had to be content with a treaty, mainly 
commercial, with Baal, king of Tyre. Tt was somewhat one- 
sided, for Esarhaddon often speaks in the first person and en- 
forces the penalties; notwithstanding there is a very substantial 
quid pro quo. If Esarhaddon is able to insist that he may appoint 
a resident to watch over the Tyrian territory, that Baal is to obey 
any message sent by the king, that he is to appear when sum- 
moned by the resident, the commercial clauses are those of 
equals’,^ and it must be remembered that we have Esarhaddon’s 
version of the treaty, not Baal’s. 

There followed a series of expeditions in which the tribes of 
the wilderness were reduced to submission, and, finally, in 
671 B.G. Esarhaddon invaded Egypt and seized Memphis. The 
* Histmy of Assyria^ p. 
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Assyrian dominion was short, and unstable while it lasted. 
Esarhaddon died in 669 b.g. as he was on the point of marching 
to suppress a rebellion, and more than once in the reign of 
Ashur-bani-pal the land had to be reconquered. The last of 
these expeditions took place in 661 b.g., and culminated in the 
sack of Memphis, but nine years later Egypt recovered her 
independence, never again to fall beneath the yoke of Assyria, 
and in 640 b.g. Psammetichus I even invaded Philistia and tried 
to capture Ashdod. 

The reign of Manasseh, then, was not one of general peace in 
Palestine and the neighbouring countries. Armies were passing 
to and fro; down the great road that led to 'Egypt there came 
again and again the forces of Assyria. Her soldiers were never 
very far from the land of Judah, and yet the little hill state, as far 
as we know, enjoyed a period of uninterrupted peace. Doubtless 
tribute had to be paid, and the constant presence of Assyrian 
forces may have done something to keep Judah loyal. But, 
whatever the reasons were, there was no attempt at rebellion, 
with the result that Judah did not suffer from invasion. The 
practical policy of Isaiah was at last realized; Judah was re- 
fraining from interference with her neighbours, great and small, 
and she reaped at least one reward of her conduct in freedom 
from outside attack. 

In other respects, however, the reign of Manasseh was very 
far from corresponding to the ideals of Isaiah or of any other 
prophet. It is known in Israelite records as the great age of 
reaction, and there seems to have been no other time in her 
whole history when Judah was guilty^ of so great and compli- 
cated an apostasy. We ought, perhaps, to modify our records to 
some extent, and ,to discount somewhat both the picture of 
Hezekiah’s righteousness and of Manasseh’s wickedness. But 
when all allowance of this kind is made, the reign stands out as 
one of the darkest periods in the religious history of Israel^ 
From the standpoint of the genuine enthusiast for Yahweh, the 
pure Israelite who clung to the traditions of the old Mosaism of 
the wilderness, the reign of Ahab had been bad enough, but 
that of Manasseh was immeasurably worse. ‘Backsliding Israel* 
had committed sin enough, but ‘her treacherous sister Judah’ had 
far outdone her in spiritual crime.^ The sins of Manasseh were 
partly cultic and partly moral. He restored the old sanctuaries 

* Cp. 2 Kgs. xxi. 2-6, 16. 2 Gp. Jer. Hi. 6~ii, Ez. xxiii. ii. 
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which Hezeklah had destroyed— not, apparently, the snake 
shrine in Jerusalem itself— and allowed their worship to be re- 
organized. He may have felt, as many in Judah certainly did 
feel, that these shrines were legitimate centres of the worship of 
Yahweh, and that even Hezekiah had no right to overthrow 
them. Not a few must have traced the calamities which befell 
the land during Sennacherib’s invasion to Hezekiah’s sacrilege, 
and have welcomed the restoration of the old ways. 

This, however, was not all. He was not content with restoring 
the position as it had existed before Hezekiah’s changes; he 
made fresh additions to the cultus. He is charged with having 
set up altars in the Temple itself, to other deities, especially to 
Baal— apparently the Tyrian Melkart. An Asherah also he 
erected in the sacred precincts, and though in earher days this 
would have been regarded as innocuous, the later theology of 
the Deuteronomists (to whom we owe the whole story of Manas- 
seh’s reign as told in Kings) looked upon this emblem with 
horror. As if this were not enough, he established an astral cult 
in the Temple itself, probably taking it from Mesopotamia, and 
adopting it as a compliment to his overlord. He reverted to the 
older necromancy, which, often suppressed, yet constantly 
reappeared in Israel. It is perhaps to this that reference is made 
in Isa. viii. 19 f., though, as Gray remarks,* ‘such a warning would 
have been timely at most periods of Israel’s history’. The cult of 
the dead was held by the strict Yahwist to be one of the most 
dangerous forms of apostasy, not because the ‘medium’ defrauded 
his or her clients, but because men believed the whole thing to 
be true, and it therefore involved the recognition of some other 
superhuman power than Yahweh. It would seem that it was 
put down finally only when the orthodox doctrine of a She’ol 
from which the departed could not reach the hving at all 
replaced the belief that the dead remained in their tombs, and 
could be summoned thence at the call of the properly equipped 
and skilled person.^ More revolting still was the introduction of 
human sacrifice, for which, as far as we know, Manasseh had 
not the same excuse as Ahaz, since he does not seem to have 
been faced with such perils. The statement may mean no more 
than that the regular offering of the first-bom was restored — 
though that is terrible enough. 

To tliese acts of apostasy Manasseh is said to have added 

* Isaiah^ ICC,^ p. 157. * Cp. Oestcriey, Immortality and the Unseen World, 
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wholesale slaughter of persons against whom no crime could be 
proved. Tradition believes this to have been an organized 
persecution of the prophets and of their followers, and most 
people are familiar with the story that Isaiah was sawn asunder^ 
in this king’s reign. This, however, is not expressly stated, and 
it may be doubted. A prophet, no matter how unpopular he 
was, or how unwelcome his message to the authorities, was still 
a person who stood in a very special relation to Yahweh, and 
even those who had most cause to wish him put out of the way 
would hesitate to strike the blow that should deprive him of life. 
On no other ground can we explain Amaziah’s expulsion of 
Am ns from Bethel,^ or the fact that Jeremiah was left to starve in 
an old cistern.2 Had either not been protected by the sanctity of 
his prophetic office and nature, there is not the slightest doubt 
that he would have met with a swift and sudden doom. The 
slaughter of a prophet could be regarded only as a challenge to, 
or a repudiation of, the God who had inspired him, and while 
Manasseh was certainly guilty of many things contrary to the 
kn own will of Yahweh, there is no reason to believe that 
he desired to discard the national God altogether. Rather he 
sought to add others alongside of Him — though this was far 
enough from the true ideals of Yahwism as understood from the 
days of Moses onwards. It will be noticed, too, that this charge 
against Manasseh is not placed with the other words of condem- 
nation for ritual and ecclesiastical sins, but stands by itself. It 
seems more probable that it refers to persistent acts of cruelty and 
injustice in the administration of civil law, one of the worst 
crimes of which an Israelite ruler was capable. So great was the 
loathing felt by the next few generations for the general regime of 
Manasseh, that men did not hesitate to lay on him alone the 
blame for the punishment which befell Judah in the Exile.+ 
Even when all allowance is made for the theological and other 
presuppositions of the historian, it is clear that the reign of 
Manasseh was one of the darkest times through which Judah ever 
passed, in spite of the continued freedom from foreign invasion. 

We cannot leave this age without reminding ourselves once 
more that, while it may have contributed nothing to the 

' Cp. Heb. xi. 37 - * Am. vii. 12 ff. 

^ Jer. xxxviii. 3 ff. There is but one instance of an accredited prophet of Yahweh 
being put to death by a king of Judah — that of Urijah, see Jer. xxvi. 20-3. The 
incident is a striking example of this king’s reckless arrogance. 

■* Cp. e.g. 2 Kgs. xxiii. 26 f. 
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development of Jewish culture, and while the condition of the 
average Judahite was much what it had been during the eighth 
century, the period from 750 to 700 b.c. witnessed the rise of the 
great canonical prophets, a body of men who stand alone in 
the history of the world’s religion. We have already observed the 
contribution made by Amos in his insistence on morality as the 
supreme demand of Yahweh. While this was the most striking 
innovation in ordinary thought about God, and was equally 
maintained by Hosea, Micah, and Isaiah, there are other 
features of their teaching which call for special remark. These 
men were, perhaps, the first to hold a doctrine whose modem 
analogue is the conception of God as Law.^ The whole trend of 
human religion was to think of the objects of their worship as 
beings who might be good-natured and fiiendly if well treated, 
but were essentially whimsical and on the whole unreliable. It 
was never possible for the layman to forecast what attitude the 
deity would take to a particular action or mode of approach. 
Against this view the prophets held strongly to a doctrine of the 
consistency of Yahweh. It is true that all believed in miracle, 
i.e. in the unexpected and unprecedented interference of God in 
the world of nature; it would hardly have been possible for 
them to have held Him to be the creator of the universe and the 
formulator of the laws by which it moves, if they had not also 
held that He could at will supersede those laws. It was no 
violation of his fundamental principles which led Isaiah to 
believe that the shadow could go back ten degrees on the dial of 
Ahaz,2 for only in such terms could he understand Yahweh as 
the Lord of Nature. But what the Hebrew prophet had to tell 
the world was that this miraculous power would be exercised 
only in accordance with certain easily recognizable principles. 
If men sinned they would be punished, and the punishment 
would be that appropriate to their sin, that, and no more and 
no less. They believed that it was possible for every man, by 
consulting that law of conscience which lay within him (though 
they would not have used such terms nor shaped their thoughts 
in quite this mould) to foresee Yahweh’s reaction to each and 
every type of conduct, and so to judge of His pleasure and of 
His anger. 

^ It may not be superfluous to remark that this phrase itself would have been 
quite unintelligible to the ancient Hebrew. Gp. G. and R,, Heb, ReL^ pp. 195 f. 

® 2 Kgs. xx. 9, 
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In a very real sense she was His representative in the world, 
and she must be holy to Him if she would do her task. If she 
failed there, she failed everywhere. 

The Deuteronomist who writes the history of Manasseh is 
tlius in the direct line of the tradition of the great prophets of the 
eighth century. The reign of Manasseh to him meant the sur« 
render by Israel of all that which made her what she was and 
gave her a place and a function in the universe of man. She had 
to stand for Yahweh and for Him alone, and when she gave 
herself to the worship of other deities she was traitor to her very 
being. Her excuse for existence was her fidelity to her God, and 
in the conduct of Manasseh (in which, in accordance with the 
common view of the solidarity of the nation, ail Judah was in- 
volved, whether particular individuals were personally guilty or 
not) it seemed as if she had taken this excuse with both hands 
and hurled it from her. ‘Traitor’ was the word which Jeremiah 
flung at her two generations later, ^ and so also might the eighth- 
century prophets have spoken. Alone among the nations she 
knew, or might have known, her Lord’s will, and she did it not. 
Therefore her punishment must fall upon her with many stripes. 

* Cp. Jer. iii. 7, 8, 10, ii. 
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SENNACHERIB’S INVASION OF JUDAH 

T he account of Sennacherib’s invasion given in 2 Kgs. xviii. 13— «• 
xix. 37 has aroused a good deal of discussion. It falls obviously 
into three parts, (^2) xviii. 13-16, a short notice, taken, apparently, 
from the state annals, {b) xviii. 1 7~xix. 8, {c) xix. 9-37, the two latter 
being derived from some collection of incidents occurring during the 
life of Isaiah. With some modifications, the two latter appear also in 
Isa. xxxvi £ Of the three, {a) is entirely in accord with Sennacherib's 
own account of the affair, save that it remains uncertain whether 
the spoil was sent to him before or after his return to Nineveh. But 
the other two are detailed accounts which have no parallel in the 
Assyrian record, except for the statement that an army appeared under 
the wails of Jerusalem. 

The difficulties involved in these two passages are mainly con- 
cerned with their relation to one another. Each tells of a summons 
by Sennacherib, but the first is given through the Rabshakeh, who 
appears with a large force, though, apparently, without a siege 
train. In the second instance ‘messengers’ are sent with a letter. Its 
language recalls that of the Rabshakeh — ^at least in part of his speech 
— and there is no mention of any military force sent with the mes- 
sengers. A further difference between the two narratives is to be 
seen in the conclusion. In (i) Sennacherib is to ‘hear a rumour and 
return unto his own land’, where he is to fall by the sword (xix. 7), 
and, in view of the fact that xix. 36, 37 describe his departure and 
murder, it is usual to take these verses with {b) rather than with {c). 
In that case ((?) will end with the account of the disaster which befell 
the Assyrian army in xix. 35. 

A further difficulty is raised by the mention of ‘Tirhakah, king of 
Ethiopia’ at the beginning of {c) (xix. 9). Tirhakah became king 
of Egypt in 689 b.g., some twelve years after Sennacherib’s invasion 
of Palestine, and it has been objected that this must be an error due to 
the writer’s distance from the events of which he speaks. But it is 
to be noted that Tirhakah is not called ‘king of Egypt’, and even if 
the text had had this phrase, it might be due to a later scribe. Sen- 
nacherib does say that an army including ‘the kings of Egypt’ and 
the king of Meluhha came against him and was defeated at Eltekeh, 
and even if we cannot identify Meluhha with Ethiopia, there is no 
reason why Tirhakah should not have been among the leaders of the 
army, and mentioned because he did ascend the throne ten years 
later. But the differences between the two narratives and the allusion 
to Tirhakah have led some scholars, notably Winckler and Benzinger, 
to assume that (r) refers to a different occasion altogether, and that 
Sennacherib made another attack on Palestine in or about 691 b.g. 
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the final collapse of the power of Egypt, and the establishment 
of the short-lived but brilliant second Babylonian empire. 
It is significant that we have no historical inscriptions of Ashur- 
bani-pal dated later than the year of Josiah’s accession. Though 
he may justly be accounted one of the great kings of Assyria— 
and the last of such— it is clear that his empire was already 
beginning to crumble. The acquisition of Egypt, splendid 
triumph though it seemed to Esarhaddon and to Ashur-bani-pal 
in his younger days, proved in the end to be too great a weight 
for Assyria to bear. Her power rested on a comparatively narrow 
basis, and the extra burden proved sufficient to overbalance the 
whole structure. Egypt was very far away, and there were 
signs within her that the old spirit of the ancient Pharaohs was 
not wholly dead. It is true that until the days of the Ptolemies 
she never again attained to the rank of a first-class world-power, 
but she still had enough life and power of resistance to enable 
her to make one more struggle for freedom, and the effort to 
meet this drained to danger-point the resources of an Assyria 
already exhausted by centuries of conquest. Under Psam- 
metichus Egypt recovered her liberty in 652 b.c., and Ashur- 
bani-pal was unable to attempt the reconquest of the land. As 
we have seen, the last thirteen years of his reign are wrapped in 
obscurity, but it is clear that the strength of the kingdom was 
fast failing, and when he died in 626 b.c. the end was already 
in sight. 

A new factor had appeared in the political and national life 
of western Asia. From time immemorial the noirth and north- 
east had always been a home of mystery and of peril for the 
peoples of the Fertile Crescent. There dwelt, on the great plains 
of what is now Russia and on the high lands of central Asia, groups 
of wandering nomads, of different races, but similar in culture. 
From time to time economic or other pressure had led hordes of 
them to break through into the more fertile countries of the 
south, where some of them were content to plunder and return to 
their homes, while others made settlements on the land they 
won. These sudden irruptions have not often effected a permanent 
change in the population of the southern territories, though 
once or twice they have assumed the proportions of great racial 
migrations. Thence came, apparently, the Indo-Aryan peoples 
who settled in Persia and In^a on the one hand, and in the 
lands to the north of the Mediterranean on the other. Thence 
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came the movements of the Germanic tribes, and later of the 
Goths and the Huns. 

To the mixed groups of their day, the classical Greek authors 
gave the names of Cimmerian and Scythian, and it is by this 
latter title that they are generally known in history. With the 
gradual breaking down of the Assyrian empire the northern 
barriers were weakened, and the barbarian hordes began to 
make inroads into the south. They did not always come as 
enemies, or rather they were often found useful as mercenaries 
(though they must have been rather dangerous allies) by warring 
kings and princes. Thus it is said that Nineveh was besieged by 
Kyaxares the Mede, shortly after the death of Ashur-bani-pal, 
but was saved by the intervention of Scythian armies.^ But for 
the most part they seem to have acted independently, and to 
have formed raiding bands rather than organized armies. They 
were constantly in the Fertile Crescent during the last quarter of 
the seventh century, and though they made few if any per- 
manent settlements, in the disturbed state of politics they 
exercised a decisive influence, for it was they especially who 
swept away the last remnants of the organized Assyrian empire. 
It did not much matter to them on whose side they fought; their 
object was plunder, and they were not concerned with the sup- 
port or with the overthrow of existing powers, provided that 
they could secure their end. While in 625B.G. they were fighting 
for Assyria against the Medes, the presence of their raiders in the 
outlying portions of the empire must have brought the Assyrian 
organization to an end. 

It was dmring the reign of Josiah, roughly about 626 b.c., that 
they appeared in Palestine. Two prophets, Zephaniah and 
Jeremiah, testify to their presence and to the terror which they 
inspired. Both seem to have owed their initial prophetic call to 
this invasion, and the former saw in it an apocalyptic signifi- 
cance. The latter vividly describes their march, ^ and the im- 
pression they made on the inhabitants of Judah,3 their strange 

* For an account of the Scythians see N. Schmidt, EB, iv, cols. 4330-9. There 
is no mention of this siege of Nineveh from Asiatic sources; our information is 
derived only from Herodotus. The Greek historian is sometimes suspected, but he 
seems to have reported faithfully the traditions as they were handed on to him, and 
we have no reason to doubt the historicity of this event. 

® Cp. e.g. Jer, iv. 7, 13 fT., 29, v. 15 if., vi. i ff., 22 if. 

^ The identity of the invaders with the Scythians has been questioned in recent 
ycars j cspecially by Wilke, *Das Skythenproblem im jercmiabuch^ in Alttestamentliche 
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language, their swift horses — all seem to be mounted— their 
fierce aspect, their cruel behaviour, their inability to carry out 
a successful siege. They did, it is true, take Ashkelon, but its fall 
was due to treachery within the walls, and there is no record of 
their capturing any other fortified place. Herodotus tells his 
readers that Psammetichus staved off an invasion of Egypt only 
by giving the enemy large bribes. 

As yet there seenas to have been no formal attack made upon 
the Assyrian empire, either by the Scythians or by other enemies, 
and the successors of Ashur-bani-pal, though they undertook no 
field operations, went on with their buildings in their own city. 
But it is clear that the repeated strokes of these raiding bands 
weakened the whole state, and Assyria would soon have to face 
the vengeance of the peoples whom she had so long oppressed. 
Chief among these was Babylon, which, on the death of Ashur- 
bani-pal, had been seized by Nabopolassar, king of the Chal- 
daeans, a people whose home lay to the south, on the edge of the 
Persian Gulf. Of his reign we have no records until 6i6 b.g., 
when the attack on Assyria assumed serious proportions. The 
dying state had secured one powerful ally in Necho, son of 
Psammetichus, king of Egypt, but the long distance from his base 

Studien fur Rudolf Kitielf pp. 222-54, followed by Volz, Der Prophet Jeremia^ esp. 
pp. 57 f., and Welch, Jeremiah, esp. pp. loi ff. The grounds on which the view is 
discarded are mainly these: Herodotus is unreliable — he often admits that he does 
not believe the stories he reports — and the account of the sack of the Temple at 
Ashkelon (i. 103-6), which is the sole ground for the introduction of the Scythians 
as Asiatic rulers, is based on a legend belonging to the Aphrodite cult. In the 
second place, since tiie Scythians are represented as being friendly to Assyria, it is 
inconceivable that they should have attacked an Assyrian province. In the third 
place the passages in Z^phaniah and Jeremiah which are supposed to refer to this 
invasion cannot really do so. There is notiiing in them which must refer to the 
Scythians, and a good deal which cannot apply to them. 

The first point may be dismissed; if there are other reasons for accepting the 
identification, it obviously falls to the ground. The second objection involves a 
complete misunderstanding of the nature of the Scythian invasions; they were not 
the formal expeditions of a highly organized empire, undertaken in the interests of 
an international policy, they were the plundering raids of a miscellaneous horde of 
savages — noble savages, perhaps, but still savages — who did not care who their 
victim was. The third difficulty is the most serious, but it disappears when we 
realize that, even if the interpretation placed on words, phrases, and sentences be 
correct (and, naturally, it sometimes looks like special pleading) we have no reason 
to suppose that the whole of the section in which the ‘Scythian* oracles appear 
consists of oracles uttered at the same time. The prophet, as we suppose, had 
nothing to do with the present arrangement of the oracles; that is the work of a 
collector, probably living after his time, and he may w^el! have set side by side 
pieces which originated at very different periods, induced to do so by a certain 
similarity which exists between them — or some of them., 
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must have made his help at times uncertain. In accordance 
with the usual custom, he had to return with his army every 
year after the campaign, and sometimes, it seems, arrived too 
late to be of real service. 

Early in 616 b.g. Nabopolassar marched northwards, and 
inflicted a severe defeat on the Assyrians at Kablini. But he was 
to be met throughout the war by a determined resistance, and 
the first signs of it appeared here. Kablini is on the upper 
Euphrates, not far from the river Balih, and it was not long 
before the advancing Egyptian army, stiffening the Assyrian 
forces, recovered the lost ground and compelled Nabopolassar 
to retreat. His next movement was up the valley of the Tigris, 
where he threw the Assyrian army back on the river Zab, not 
far from Ashur, the ancient capital of Assyria. But once more 
Nabopolassar failed to hold his ground, and the campaign of 
615 B.G. brought him as little success, for after an initial victory 
he was compelled to retreat, and was actually besieged in the 
city of Tekrit. A successful sortie, however, drove off the enemy, 
and the Chaldaean king was able to return safely to Babylon. 
Early in 614 b.g. the Medes^ also appeared in the field, and met 
with better success than Nabopolassar had done, for they cap- 
tured Ashur while the Chaldaean army was hastening northward 
to join them. An alliance between Nabopolassar and Kyaxares, 
king of the Medes, was made when the Chaldaeans came up, 
outside the ruins of Ashur. In 613 b.g. Nabopolassar was kept 
busy by an outbreak in the south, but in the following year the 
allies marched on Nineveh itself. Kyaxares and Nabopolassar 
combined forces, and an assault was made on the city. The 
fighting before the walls was most desperate, and three fierce 
engagements took place before the defences could be stormed. 
But in the end the allies proved too strong, and Nineveh fell. 
The scene of its sack has been portrayed for us in one of 
the most powerful poems in ancient literature by the Hebrew 
poet Nahum.2 An attempt was made under Ashur-uballit to 

^ On the evidence of Herodotus it was formerly supposed that the Scythians took 
part in the sack of Nineveh. This led to the identification of the Umman-manda of 
the Mesopotamian records with the Scythians. But Schnabel {Z^itschrift fur i 4 .r- 
syriologUf [i924“5], xxxvi, 316-18) has given reasons for the rejection of 

this view, and has made it clear that in the * Babylonian Chronicle ’ which records 
the fall of Ashur, Nineveh, and Harran, the term Umman-manda is applied to the 
Medes alone. Cp. also Langdon, Die nsubabylonischen Konigsinschriften, p. 3, n. 2 

(1912). 

® iii. 1-3. Our knowledge of the details of the last struggles of Assyria is derived 
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reorganize tlie empire at Harran, but this city too was captured by 
the combined armies of the Chaldaeans and the MedesinSi O B.c, 
An Egyptian force tried to recover the city, but failed, and, as 
far as we know, organized resistance ceased. So ended the 
empire of Assyria in a welter of blood and fire. She was probably 
no worse than other peoples of her day, but she had lived by the 
sword, and by the sword she died. 

It is at this point that the 'Babylonian Chronicle'* breaks off, 
and unless and until the remainder is discovered we shall lack 
direct contemporary evidence as to the events of the next few 
years. It may be that some effort was still made to preserve the 
Assyrian kingdom farther west, but of that we know nothing. 
We do know, however, that Necho did not abandon the struggle, 
and that year after year he led his armies northwards in order to 
meet the Chaldaeans. We cannot tell what success he had, nor 
do we know whether he felt there was still a chance of reviving 
the old Assyrian kingdom, or whether he was simply fighting 
for his own hand, in the hope of establishing such an empire as 
that of Tutmose III. Such a hope would probably have been 
vain in any case, for Egypt could no longer depend on her own 
man-power, and her armies were now composed very largely of 
Greek mercenaries. And any expectation of success that Necho 
may have cherished was finally dissipated by the fateful battle 
of Carchemish in 605 b.c. Here, on the banks of the Euphrates, 
he was utterly overthrown, and there perished the last chance 
Egypt ever had of claiming the hegemony of civilization. The date 
marks the end of an era in world history. Till this point there 
has always been the possibility of the recrudescence of Egypt, 
as the story of Necho himself shows. Now that possibility 
definitely vanishes. It is true that the Babylonian empire never 
made a serious attempt to include Eg^pt among its subject 
states, and that the country remained nominally independent 
till near the end of the sixth century, but its day was over, and 
from the time when Cambyses established the Persian govern- 
ment there, Egypt has seldom been able to claim autonomy, 
and has never, save in the period following Alexander, begun 
to approach the position of a world power. 

Needless to say, these events had a profound influence on the 
kingdom of Judah. The storms of the Scythian raids passed, 

from the continuation of the so-called ‘Babylonian Chronicle V edited by Gadd in 
See also Luchcnbili, ii. 417-23, II 1 167-86. 
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and the damage was soon repaired. But it was at once dear 
that Judah need no longer consider herself bound in subjection 
to Assyria. We have no evidence as to the point at which Josiah 
ceased to pay tribute to Assyria, but the probable break is the 
Scythian invasion. For a time the country must have been 
disorganized, and since no fresh demands came the king would 
feel a growing sense of security. And we may be certain that the 
bond between Judah and Assyria had been practically severed 
before 621 B.C., or the events of that year would have taken a 
very different course. At these we must now glance, since they 
constitute the main importance of the reign of Josiah. 

The Temple had fallen into a state of disrepair. It is not 
likely that there was any neglect during the reigns of Manasseh 
and Amon, for these kings did not sin in failing to use the Temple, 
but in using it for the wrong purposes. Probably there had been 
lax oversight during the time of Josiah’s minority, and the first 
few years after he reached man’s estate had been occupied with 
repairing the damage wrought by the Scythian raids. But in 
621 B.c. he was in a position to start renovating the building. ^ 
This in itself implied a growing interest on the king’s part in 
religion. It is difficult to say how far he and his councillors were 
afiected by the preaching of the eighth-century prophets, or by 
those who were contemporary with themselves. It seems un- 
likely that Jeremiah had made any impression on the court; he 
was still a minor prophet, living among the priests at their 
ancestral shrine of Anathoth. Judah was full of prophets, and 
one, yet as young as Jeremiah was, could hardly have been 
noticed, important as his message and his personality were to 
become in later years. But the tradition of the words of Isaiah 
may well have lingered in certain circles, and the young king 
may have had opportunity of coming into touch with those who 
cherished his oracles. It is certain that Josiah was in most re- 
spects a strong contrast to his grandfather, and, probably, to his 
father. He stands out among the kings of Judah for the sim- 
plicity of his spirit and for the geniality of his manners. When, 
after his death, Jeremiah uttered a panegyric on him in con- 
demning his son Jehoiakim,^ it was not his religious policy, 
curiously enough, that he eulogized, but his democratic feeling 
and his equitable administration. He was one whom his sub- 
jects could love, for he made them feel that he was one with 

■ 2 Kgs* xxii, 3-7. ^ Jcr, xxii. I5f. , 
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them. He had no desire to play the Sultan; it was David who 
was his model, not Solomon. Here he was fulfilling the ideals 
of the true Israel as they had been held of old from the wilder- 
ness days, and as they had been kept alive in prophetic circles. 
To him his subjects were brethren, not slaves. In this attitude 
and spirit we may, perhaps, find evidence of a devotion to the 
old tradition, which made him the more ready to accept de- 
mands which were certainly made in the interests of that tradi- 
tion, though possibly none of the great canonical prophets 
would have endorsed them in toto. 

During the process of the repairs a roll was found, purporting 
to be a copy of the Law. It was read before Josiah, and he 
realized at once how far he and his people had fallen from the 
ritual standards it enjoined. The book is normally identified 
with Deuteronomy^ or with an early form of that work,^ mainly 
on the ground that it is here for the first time that we meet with 
that centralization of sacrifice which is so conspicuous a feature 
of the reform, and it is clear that neither Josiah nor any of his 
predecessors (except, possibly, Hezekiah) had made any attempt 
to carry out the principles expressed in the book. Josiah sent at 
once to find out what the will of Yahweh was in the matter, and 
his messengers had recourse to a prophetess, Huldah, who was 
the wife of one of the palace officials. She reported that, while 
destruction was inevitable for Jerusalem as a whole, yet Josiah’s 
penitence had earned him a personal respite, and the calamity 
should be postponed till after his death.^ 

Thereupon the king and the priesthood set about the task of 
carrying the injunctions of Deuteronomy into effect. The first 
step was to gather a general assembly of representatives of the 
whole nation, and to enter with them into a solemn covenant 
to observe the conditions laid down in the newly found law. 
The ritual was performed in ancient form, with the king stand- 
ing by the royal pillar in the Temple, and the people by their 
action symbolizing their acceptance of the terms laid down.^ 

* See Additional Note F, pp. 425-6. 2 Kgs. xxii. 14-20. 

^ Skinner (i and s Kings, pp. 416 f.) suggests that this was not an agreement into 
which two parties entered, whether they were the king and the people or the king 
and Yahweh — since the covenant was made Yahweh, not with Him. But 
surely the phrase D^n“b 3 whatever action it describes, implies 

the acceptance of the covenant by the people? Josiah knew well that he could not 
possibly carry through such radical changes as those contemplated in the Law 
unless he had the support of the people as a whole, and it was necessary for him to 
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He then proceeded to perform the duties laid down therein. 
His measures fall into two classes, (a) those which aimed at the 
purification of the Teinple itself, (l>) those which carried the 
principles of the reform into the country as a whole. 

The account which has been preserved for us of the first class 
of measures shows that the Temple had been the repository of 
all kinds of strange religious practices. It suggests a museum of 
curious and varied forms of cult, collected from all the countries 
with which Judah had come into contact. First we have men- 
tion of the Baal and the Asherah.^ These are probably relics of 
the old Canaanite worship which had been set up in the Temple 
in or after the days of Solomon. The Asherah, indeed, seems in 
this story to have been, not simply the wooden post which might 
have been the symbol of any deity, even of Yahweh, but a figure 
of, or at least an object sacred to, a goddess bearing that name.^ 
This latter may have been of Mesopotamian origin, or it may 
have been a form of Ashtoreth especially used in Palestine. 
Whatever the thing was, it seems to have been made of wood, 
and it was taken out and burnt in the valley of the Kidron, to 
the east of the city, and its ashes scattered on the ‘graves of the 
common people’.^ All vessels consecrated to the service of these 
objects were burnt, in so far as they could be burnt, and the 
narrator of the scene states that the ashes were carried to Bethel. 
Josiah then dealt with the cult of the heavenly bodies, an astral 
worship which had probably been introduced from Mesopotamia 
during the period of submission to Assyria,'* Another form of 
cultus from the same source was one which involved sacramental 
fornication, including the homosexual rites which were found 
in some parts of the ancient east. The women of the Temple 
apparently had a special establishment, in which they were 
employed in weaving and preparing sacred garments.® Such 
an arrangement was to be found in Babylonian temples, where 
the women made sacramental vestures which would be sold to 
the worshippers for use in certain forms of ceremonial,^ and it 
seems that this custom had been introduced into Judah also. 
One type of votive offering which had been made by his prede- 
cessors we cannot trace at all. This was the dedication of chariots 

bind them to whole-hearted acceptance of the measures he was about to take before 
he could make any attempt to impose them on Judah. ' 2 Kgs. xxiii. 4. 

* Cp. note on pp. 2841. ’ 2 Kgs. xdii. 6. ■* 2 Kgs. xxiii. 5. 

’ 2 Kgs. xxiii. 7, reading D'inS or D'la with LXX for DTia. 

‘ Cp. Woolley in Antiquaries Journal, v. 353 f. 
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and horses to the sun-god. It may have been taken from Meso- 
potamia, where the sun was worshipped under the name of 
Shamash, or it may have been of Egyptian provenance, for Ra 
was one of the great gods of Egypt, and that country was the 
place to which Israel generally looked for its supplies of horses 
and chariots. There seems to have been a special series of stables 
to the west of the Temple assigned to this purpose.^ All this 
Josiah swept away, leaving nothing in the Temple area which 
was not directly connected with the worship of Yahweh, and 
that in a simple form, and breaking down all the superfluous 
altars which various kings had erected, no matter to w’'hat deity 
they had been consecrated ^ There is no suggestion that these 
additional places of sacrifice were used for offerings made to 
other gods than Yahweh, though it is not impossible that this 
was their function, but since the Law clearly prescribed only a 
single altar of burnt offering, it may well be that even those 
which had served the cult of Yahweh — as the new altar of 
Ahaz had done — ^were felt to be inconsistent with the will of 
the God of Israel. 

Josiah then turned his attention to tlie city outside the Temple 
and to its immediate environs. By one of the gates of the city, 
which we can no longer identify, there stood a shrine conse- 
crated to the demons of the wilderness, the ^satyrs% or ‘goat- 
spirits V an ancient cult dating from the animistic stage in 
religion, and finding, perhaps, a survival of some kind in the 
legitimate cultus in the ‘scapegoat’,'^ a piece of primitive cere- 
monial which was absorbed into the much later ritual of the 
Day of Atonement. On the Mount of Olives^ stood sanctuaries, 
attributed to Solomon, dedicated to various deities of Palestine 
and the neighbourhood — ^Ashtoreth, Chemosh, Melek — and 
these places were desecrated and rendered for ever unfit for 
worship by being defiled with dead men^s bones. In the valley 
of Hinnom, to the south-east of Jerusalem, lay the fire-pits which 
had been used for human sacrifice.^ Here again Josiah took 
measures which so defiled the place as to make it for ever unfit 
for sacrifice of any kind,^ and it became so notorious as a home 

* 2 Kgs. xxiii. II. ^ ® 2 Kgs. xxiii. I2. 

^ 2 Kgs. xxiii. Bb, reading for ^ Lev. xvi. 8 f. 

S 2 Kgs. xxiii. 13, reading for ^*>(1 fen, with Versions. 

^ This seems on the whole the* most satisfactory meaning for the obscure fisn, 
cp, Robertson Smith, Religion of the Semites, pp. 372, 377. ’2 Kgs. xxiii, 10. 
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of terrors that its name, in tlie form ‘Gehenna’, was used by 
later Israelites as their title for Hell. 

The king now proceeded to carry out the further provisions 
of the newly found law, and to establish its principles through- 
out all his territories.! This was a more difficult and dangerous 
task than the purification of Jerusalem and its environs, and it 
seems that it needed the co-operation of large numbers of people. 
It is very possible that we have some light on the process in 
Ter. xi,2 a chapter which purports to give us an account of the 
prophet’s call to promulgate the provisions of the ‘Covenant’ 
among the cities of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem. We 
may well suppose that Josiah had to make use of a number of 
missionaries of the new law, whose business it would be, not 
only to carry out the destruction of the local sanctuaries, but, 
still more, to explain to the people in general the reasons why 
this change was being made. One of the sanctuaries in par- 
ticular is mentioned as the scene of the king’s own activities. 
That is the ancient shrine of Bethel,^ which had been, ever since 
the days of Jeroboam I, the great rival of Jerusalem. Either 
Bethel was included in the recognized dominions of Josiah, 
or the Assyrian province had practically disappeared. We may 
be sure that the king had the hearty sympathy of the Jerusalem 
priesthood in all these operations, for they would realize at once 
that their prestige was being immeasurably enhanced by the 
centralization of worship at the shrine with which they were 
connected. A distinction was made between two classes of the 
attendants on -the local sanctuaries. Some of them seem to have 
been more deeply tainted with ‘false’ worship than others; they 
are called ‘k‘marim\ not 'kolfninC (the ordinary Hebrew term 
for priests), and were simply suppressed, being left, apparently, 
without means of sustenance except what they might obtain 
from land which some of them almost certainly held. Others, 
admitted to be in a sense legitimate priests of the high places, 
were brought up to Jerusalem, in accordance with the Deu- 
teronomic regulation which provided for their sustenance in 
the Temple there.'t But either the Jerusalem priests made 
a successful fight against sharing their privileges with these 

‘ a Kgs. xxiii. 8. * See Additional Note G, pp. 437-8. 

’ The narrative in a Kgs. xxiii. 15-ao is very generally recognized as a late 
insertion, and is not to be regarded as an account of historical facts. 

♦ Deut. xviii. 6-8. 
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new-comers, or it became clear that they were too numerous 
to be supported on the Jerusalem offerings, for it is expressly 
stated that they did not come up to the altar, though they ate 
unleavened bread among their brethren.* This seems to imply 
that they were allowed a share in the meal offerings, but not in 
those which involved sacrifice upon the altar. Ezekiel probably 
represents the feeling of the Jerusalem priesthood, and, in his 
ideal reconstruction of the Jewish state, takes an extreme Deu- 
teronomic view. He insists that all these were apostates, who, 
as a punishment for their having been linked up with the local 
altars, must henceforward perform the menial duties of the 
Temple,^ while the Jerusalem priests, members of the family of 
Zadok, who had been faithful to the theory of the one altar, 
should exercise the functions of the priesthood proper. It must 
be remembered that in pre-exilic days the menial duties fell to 
royal slaves, often of foreign blood, and Ezekiel would have none 
of these about his Temple, so that it was at least convenient to 
have at his disposal a group of men who could take their place. 
The economic difficulties under the arrangement contemplated 
in Deuteronomy would probably have been insuperable, even 
had the priests been willing to share their perquisites. A large 
part of the priests’ living must have come in the old days from 
the communion sacrifices, whether at Jerusalem or at other 
sanctuaries. Deuteronomy,^ recognizing the fact that the Temple 
might well be too far away for those who wished to eat 
beef or mutton, secularized the flesh of the domestic animal s, 
and made it possible for it to be eaten in any circumstances. 
This regulation, however necessary, must have gone far to 
eliminate the communion sacrifice from the regular life of the 
ordinary Israelite, and to confine it to special occasions or forms 
of ritual, when it was necessary for him to be in attendance at 
the Temple. The result must have been a considerable reduc- 
tion in the amount of sustenance available for the priesthood as 
a whole, and have brought on many distress which Deuteronomy 
had vainly tried to avoid. 

The culmination of the whole movement was a great celebra- 
tion of the Passover, the oldest festival in Israel, and one which 
had probably been observed by its nomad ancestors from their 
earliest days."* It is clear that in its most primitive forms it 
was essentially a domestic ceremonial, as is indicated in our 

* a Kgs. xxiii. 9. ’ Ez. xliv. 9-14, ’xii. aoff. * a Kgs. xxiii. 21-3. 
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oldest descriptions,* and we may conjecture (though direct 
evidence is entirely lacking) that since Israel had been settled 
in Palestine, the observance had been a compromise between 
the ancient nomad household festival and an official sacrifice. 
Probably the victim had to be killed in the precincts of a sanctu- 
ary, and its blood, or part of it, dashed upon the altar, while 
the flesh might be eaten either in the sacred place or at the 
worshipper’s own home. Josiah’s centralization of the festival, 
in pursuance of the regulation in Deut. xvi. 2, shows that it was 
not merely domestic, and that its proper observance necessarily 
involved the presence of an altar for some part of the rite. It is 
possible, though improbable, that it had not been observed at 
all since the wilderness days, its place being taken by the purely 
agricultural festival of the unleavened bread, which fell at the 
same time of year, and was ultimately combined with it. We 
hear of no later celebration of the same kind, and it may well 
be that the attempt to gather all the population of Judah into 
the Temple at Jerusalem proved so impracticable that it had to 
be abandoned in after years, and some other compromise 

reached.^ 

As in the case of Hezekiah, we shall probably do Josiah no 
injustice if we recognize that this widespread reform had a 
political aspect. It is true tliat there was no longer any possibility 
of the interference of Assyria, but Josiah might have been very 
reluctant to carry out the provisions of Deuteronomy if Assyria 
had still been in a position to take vengeance on him. His 
action, whate.ver else it may have meant to the political world 
of his day, was certainly a gesture of independence, and it was 
so far successful that no untoward consequences followed im- 
mediately, and he retained his throne for thirteen years longer. 
But he had clearly proclaimed, especially by his treatment of 
Bethel, to his own people and to all others whom it might con- 
cern, that henceforward Judah stood alone, and owed allegiance 
to no foreign power. The only king who was now in a position 
to accept this general challenge was Necho, king of Egypt, and 
he was too busy, at least from 616 b.c. onwards, endea.vouring 
to save the last remnants of the Assyrian kingdom, to give time 

* Ex. ,xii. 2I~8, E, 

^ For a history of the Passover sec Gray, Sacrifice in thi Old Testamentf pp. 337'~97» 
Uotortiinateiy Dr. Gray’s lecture on the regulations found in J, E, and D has not 
survived, or we should doubtless have had a valuable discussion of Josiah’s cele- 
bration. , 
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and thought to the affairs of Judah. But in 608 b.c. the two met 
at Megiddo. To judge from the account in the book of Kings^ 
Josiah was not expecting or intending to fight, and may simply 
have gone at Necho’s summons. Possibly the Egyptian king 
may have found reason to distrust the neutrality of Judah, and 
to suspect Josiah of having revived the pro-Babylonian policy 
of Hezekiah. Whatever the reason, and whatever the circum- 
stances, Josiah lost his life, and his body was brought back to 
Jerusalem, the popular vote placing his second son Jehoahaz on 
the throne.^ 

* a Kgs. xxiii. 29. 

* In 2 Chron, xxxv. 20-5 we have a circumstantial account of the events which 
led up to Josiah’s death. It is there stated that he deliberately challenged Necho, 
who would have avoided hostilities, and that a pitched battle was fought in which 
Josiah was wounded by the Egyptian archers, and taken living to Jerusalem, where 
he died. Until recently the amount of corroborative detail in this narrative has led 
practically all students to accept it as historical. Doubts, however, have arisen 
during the last few years, and there is a growing feeling that the story is not to be 
trusted. Professor R. H. Kennett was the first to call the present writer^s attention 
to the situation, as long ago as 1916, in conversation, and the position he adopted 
has since been propounded, quite independently, by Professor A, C. Welch (cp. 
Z'AW.i 1925 (xliii), pp. 255 ff.). The account given in Kings (xxiii. 29) is quite incon- 
sistent with an armed expedition and a pitched battle; no Hebrew writer ever 

described such events in language like 

The Chronicler makes one historical error which must be obvious 
to every reader when he places the death of Josiah in the campaign which led 
to the battle of Carchemish (almost certainly the interpretation of 2 Chron. 
xxxv, 20), and is clearly not writing with a contemporary record before him. 
We may suppose that tradition spoke of a battle which Necho had to fight in 
608 B.c., and in which he was victorious, which the Chronicler connected with the 
death of Josiah, then adding such details as he thought most probable. Such a 
battle is mentioned by Herodotus (ii. 159), but he places it at »‘MagdoIos*, in the 
neighbourhood of a ‘Kadytis’, i.c. at a ‘MigdoP near ‘Kadeshh Commentators 
have assumed that this was an error for Megiddo on the part of the Greek historian, 
or have suggested altering the Hebrew text to conform with the Greek tradition. 
But it is much more likely that the battle to which Herodotus alludes was fought 
in the neighbourhood of Kadesh on the Orontes since Herodotus regards ‘Kadytis’ 
as one of the nrincipal cities of Syria, though both Migdo! and Kadesh are such 
common names that certainty is impossible. Necho’s enemies, Herodotus’ ‘Syrians’, 
may have been a force in the service of the Babylonian king. 

The internal organization of Judah in the time of Josiah has been brilliantly dis- 
cussed by Noth, Das Buchjosm (1938), pp. 58 ff.; see especially the map on p. 67. 
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Additional Mote F 

JOSIAH’S LAW-BOOK 

T he position assumed on pp. 418 ff. has been almost universally 
accepted until the last few years. Objections have^ however, been 
raised from two points of view, and there is one small group of scholars 
who would place Deuteronomy later than this time, and another that 
would date it earlier. This is no place to argue the point, but it is 
inevitable that the chief considerations of each group should be men- 
tioned. Kennett believes that the obvious dependence of Deuteronomy 
on E rather than on J can best be explained by assuming that it is the 
product of a union between the priests of Bethel and those of Jeru- 
salem, or rather of an occupation of the Temple site at Jerusalem by 
Bethel priests, such as could hardly have taken place except during 
the Exile. Holscher finds that many of its provisions are unpractical, 
and that no sensible person could have suggested carrying them into 
effect as long as Judean territory was as extensive as it remained 
during the monarchy. It must, therefore, be the work of a group of 
unpractical idealists, unless it is to be carried down to the post-exilic 
period, when the territory of Judah was confined to a very small 
district in the immediate neighbourhood of Jerusalem. It was 
probably the law promulgated by Ezra. In support of his view 
Holscher is compelled to deny the historicity of the greater part, if 
not the whole, of the narrative in 2 Kgs. xxii. £, and to make radical 
excisions from the books of Jeremiah and EzekieL In the former case 
he has the support both of Duhm and of Mowinckel, but in his 
drastic surgery of Ezekiel he stands, up to the present, practically 
alone, except for the support of Torrey. In other respects the theories 
of both these scholars raise far more difiiculties than they solve, and 
the problems which have led them to their conclusions have been 
faced, and to some extent met, by every serious student of the ques- 
tion. In particular, attention may be called to the fact that in several 
ways Deuteronomy is conscious of the difficulties which its provision 
will present to pious Jews living at a distance from Jerusalem, though 
possibly the solutions offered for those difficulties may not always 
have been the most practicable. In one notable instance, that of 
the Passover, it was certainly found impossible to carry out in de- 
tail the injunctions of Deuteronomy, a compromise had to be 
reached between the new law and the older practice. 

Oesterreicherand Welch, on the other hand, Deuteronomy 

is much older than the time ofjosiah. Welch, in particular, concurs in 
much of the criticism which Holscher passes on the book as a piece 
of practical legislation. But he reaches a very different conclusion, 
and holds that Deuteronomy does not really enjoin the centralization 
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of worship, or rather of sacrifice, at a single altar. The one passage 
(xii. 1-7) where he finds that no other interpretation is possible he 
relegates to a later period, and the earlier prescription he interprets 
in a novel fashion, insisting that the phrase T0K3 nin^ DipB| 

>|'D 36 J’ (Deut. xii. 14) may imply a number of different sanctuaries, 
not' necessarily one alone. Since the outstanding feature of the re- 
form of Josiah is the centralization of worship, Deuteronomy cannot 
be the book on which that reform is based. It is enough to say here 
that Welch’s treatment of Deut. xii. 14 is unconvincing. Moreover, 
in spite of his skilfully argued position (see The Code of Deuteronorny'), 
there is much else in the book, e.g. the secularization of the flesh 
of the domestic animals, the appointment of cities of refuge, the 
arrangements for the payment of tithes, which suggests an attempt 
to adapt the life of Israel to new conditions in which many of them 
would find that there was no sanctuary within easy rea(i. The 
traditional view is therefore assumed in the present discussion, and 
the origin of the book is assigned to prophetic circles working during 
the seventh century. 
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Additional Note G 

JEREMIAH xi. 1-14 

T he originality of Jer. xi. 1-14 has been keenly disputed by some 
of the most eminent of modern scholars, especially by Duhm, 
Holscher, Kennett, and Mowinckel. It raises two distinct questions, 
one of which is purely critical, while the other is more strictly a 
matter of history and religion. It is claimed, especially by Duhm 
and Mowinckel, that this and similar passages are the work of later 
scribes, writing under the influence of Deuteronomy^ and seeking to 
claim for the doctrines of their school the high authority and support 
of Jeremiah. It is pointed out that the language of the passage is 
strongly Deuteronomic, both in vocabulary and in style, and it is 
claimed that this could not have been written by Jeremiah. Duhm, 
in particular, confines the genuine work of Jeremiah to a limited 
number of poetic passages in which he can find (sometimes with 
rather violent treatment of the text, as in Jer. iv. 23-6) a regular 
3 : 2 metre. This is, of course, purely a personal assumption, which 
no other scholar has yet accepted, but the other aspects of the matter 
have stronger claims to attention. There can be no doubt that the 
whole tone and character of the passage are Deuteronomic. Yet 
there are one or two points in which we find hints of another in- 
fluence, e.g. the word (verse 9) is not found in Deuteronomy 
at all, and the metaphor as a description of apostasy is very rare. 
And in general it may be pointed out that the presence of Deu- 
teronomic style is entirely consistent with the theory which the 
passage itself suggests. If the young prophet — ^and the reform oc- 
curred five years only after his call — really threw himself heart and 
soul into the new movement, it is but natural that his thoughts 
should be clothed in the language of the document on which the 
reform was based. Further, in this style, peculiar as it is, we should 
probably see nothing but the ordinary rhetoric of the latter part of 
the seventh century. A sounder criticism recognizes that this passage 
is to be linked up with a number of others, e.g. with iii. 6~i8, vii. i — 
viii. 3, &c., in which the prophet speaks in prose and in the first 
person. There is direct evidence to show that where we know that a 
prophet himself reduced his oracles to writing they took the form of 
prose, and in one interesting instance we have the same oracle first 
in its original poetic form and then in the prose redaction (Jer. xxii. 
10-12). The classification of the material is well recognized by 
Mowinckel [Zuf Komposition des Buches Jeremia, 1914), but there is no 
reason why we should follow him in assigning all passages of this 
(his ‘G*) class to a later age, since comparison with similar pheno- 
mena in other prophetic books leads to the suggestion that these 
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are the work of the prophet himself, who was attempting to preserve 
his words for future generations. See especially T. H. Robinson, 
Baruch's Roll^ in 19^4 (xlii), pp. 209 ff. 

It is felt on the other hand that Jeremiah could have had no 
sympathy with Deuteronomy, since it permitted the continuance of 
sacrifice, an institution to which he was bitterly opposed. Attention 
is also called to the fact that not he but Huldah was consulted when 
the book was found. Finally — so this school holds — his reference in 
viii. 8 makes it clear that he regarded the whole book as a forgery, 
deliberately executed by the Jerusalem priestly scribes. 

None of these points—nor all of them taken together — need be 
decisive. While Jeremiah did not believe that sacrifice was of Mosaic 
origin, he may have been prepared to accept it if properly regulated 
so as to guard against its worst evils. He was still young, and may w^ell 
have failed to realize all the implications of the new regime. Even 
admitting that viii. 8 is a condemnation of Deuteronomy itself (and 
it may simply imply tampering with the Law on the part of the 
priests or their scribes), we have no ground for believing that the 
words were uttered in 621 b.g. They may have come twenty or 
thirty years later, when it was obvious that the Law had failed to 
produce the results which the young prophet had hoped and ex- 
pected, and it may have been just this experience which led him to 
the conclusion that a written law was futile, and that it must be 
superseded by one written on the heart (xxxi. 31-4 — the man who 
wrote this has surely at one time accepted the validity of a code?). 
Further, we may add that the theory of Jeremiah’s acceptance 
of Deuteronomy offers a better explanation than any other of the 
hostility of his own family (xi. 18-23, xii. 6). They were priests of the 
local sanctuary at Anathoth, and the effect of the reform was to 
deprive them at once of their prestige and of one source of their 
livelihood. They would naturally be incensed against him if he was 
an advocate of the new order. The reference of the court officials to 
Huldah is intelligible, indeed inevitable in the circumstances; how 
should they have heard of Jeremiah? Or how should they have 
regarded this obscure village prophet as the one to whom alone they 
should repair? On the whole, then, it seems that we are not justified 
in discarding the historicity of Jer. xi. 1-14 in toto, and a substantial 
basis of accuracy has been assumed above. For an adequate statement 
of the position see F&akt, Jeremiah, i, pp. 1 1-14 (1910), and Skinner, 
Prophecy and Religion, -pp, gy-ioy (1^22)^ 


Chapter XXI 

THE FALL OF JERUSALEM 

SUMMARY 

[On his return from Mesopotamia in 608 b.g., Necho deposed 
Jehoahaz and placed his elder brother Jehoiakim on the throne. It 
seems that he entered into no covenant, for his methods of govern- 
ment recall those of Solomon. After Garchemish he seems to have 
transferred his allegiance to Babylon, but in 597 b.g. he revolted. 
Before Nebuchadrezzar could reach Jerusalem he died, and his son 
Jehoiachin surrendered and was taken to Babylon after a reign of 
three months. With him were deported many of the nobles and 
best craftsmen in Judah. 

A younger son of Josiah, Zedekiah, was placed on the throne. A 
weak man, he was unable to assert himself against the pro-Egyptian 
tendencies of the new nobility. A movement of unrest in 592 b.g, 
came to nothing, but in 588 b.g. Zedekiah revolted and Jerusalem 
was besieged. 

Much of our information as to this siege comes from the biographer 
of Jeremiah, who was mainly interested in the fortunes of his hero. 
But we learn that the advance of an Egyptian army compelled the 
Chaldaeans to raise the siege for a time. They were soon outside the 
walls once more, and in 586 b.g. the city was stormed and destroyed. 
Zedekiah was captured, blinded, and taken to Babylon. 

A remnant was left at Mizpah under the government of Gedaliah. 
But he was murdered by Ishmael, and, in fear of Chaldaean 
vengeance, Johanan took the last survivors down to Egypt. 

So ends the history of Israel as an independent state. But she left 
behind her a threefold legacy for the world. One was her democratic 
conception of monarchy, a theory that the king had responsibilities 
as well as rights, duties as well as privileges. The second was a great 
literature. The other was her religion. This, in its unique form, was 
still in its early stages, and it was, in a sense, only after she had ceased 
to be an independent nation that Israel made her supreme contri- 
bution to human welfare.] 

For our knowledge of the history of the last twenty-five years of 
the kingdom of Judah we are dependent wholly on Biblical sources. 
We have, naturally, no records from Egypt, for with the defeat of 
Necho at Garchemish Egypt passes into the final cloud. The fragment 
of the 'Babylonian Ghronicle’, which has given us such valuable 
information regarding the fall of Nineveh and the extinction of the 
kingdom of Assyria, breaks off after the year 610 b.g,, and though we 
may still hope for a more complete text, which shall correct many 
errors, it has not yet appeared. Nebuchadrezzar, great conqueror 
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as he was, has left us little but building inscriptions, though, again, 
at any time an historical account of his reign may be discovered. At 
present it seems as if he had been far more interested in the pious 
task of restoring the temples of the gods than in making himself king 
of the whole eastern world, though he did undoubtedly achieve that 
position. Our Hebrew records, however, offer us a wealth of in- 
formation, for we have not only the actual historical documents 
comprised in 2 Kgs. xxiii-xxv, but also a number of passages in the 
book of Jeremiah which relate to the events of the period. These are 
generally recognized as the work of a contemporary hand, and it is 
usual to assign them to Baruch, the scribe employed by Jeremiah, who 
faithfully followed his master’s fortunes till the end. They reveal, not 
only an enthusiasm for their hero, but also an intimate acquaintance 
with the historical events which were taking place about him, at 
least after the date of the battle of Carchemish. Here is a source of 
first-hand importance, and it gives us both details and a general 
picture of the state of Jerusalem, especially during the days of the 
last siege, which is of the highest value to the historian. 

T he Deuteronomic historian condemns Jehoahaz^ as having 
done evil in the sight of Yahweh, in other words, as having 
failed to continue the policy of the reform inaugurated by his 
father. The writer lived near enough to the times of which he 
speaks to have had accurate information as to the general trend 
of the king’s policy, but Jehoahaz himself had little opportunity 
of showing what his intentions were. Pharaoh Necho’s cam- 
paign on the Euphrates was not a long one,^ and in three months 
he was back in Syria. On the outward march he had not stayed 
to organize the affairs of Judah, for he had more important 
work in hand, but now, with the winter approaching, he was 
near enough to his own home to spare some time. Apparently, 
even if Jehoahaz was not prepared to carry out his father’s 
ecclesiastical policy, he was one with him in politics, and Necho 
sent for him to Riblah near Hamath, threw him into chains, 

* Gp. 2 Kgs. xxiii. 31 ff. 

® His inroads into Mesopotamia generally seem to have been brief. Of the two 
mentioned in the ‘Babylonian Chronicle’, that of 616 b.g. is dated in the month of 
Tashritu (Hebrew Tishri: September-October), and Necho does not seem to have 
been present at the battle which took place in the following Adam (Hebrew Adar: 
February-March). In the attempt to recover Harran, made shortly after its 
capture by the Chaldaeans and the Medes in 612 b.g,, the Egyptian king is said to 
have been before the city from Duzu (Hebrew Tammuz: June-July) to Ululu 
(Hebrew Elul: August-September), and from these data we may guess that his 
campaigns were undertaken only in the summer months, and in the late summer 
rather than in the spring. 
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and took Mm down to Egypt, where he died. It does not seem 
that there was an extensive deportation, though Necho exacted 
large booty from the country, and laid it under an annual tribute. ^ 
In place of Jehoahaz, Necho enthroned his elder brother, 
whose name was Eliakim.^ Perhaps as a concession to Israelite 
feeling, he changed his name to Jehoiakim, substituting for the 
more general divine term in his name that of the national God. 
From the first, therefore, the new king was a vassal of Egypt, 
and he represented an Egyptian policy throughout. He formed 
a strong contrast to his father in almost every way, except that 
both seem to have been men of strong character and of deter- 
mination. The circumstances of his accession placed him in a 
peculiar position, for he was the first of the kings of Judah of 
whom we know that he was appointed as the nominee of a foreign 
overlord. It seems clear, too, that his appointment, being made 
by force of arms, did not necessitate any kind of royal covenant 
with the people, and left him free to play the tyrant as he would. 
The constitutional monarchy, so dear to the Israelite heart, had 
broken down, and in Jehoiakim Judah had a king who was 
prepared to take full advantage of his position. 

That he was a strong man, almost a reckless one, is beyond 
doubt. He is typical of the bold but wicked ruler who neither 
fears God nor regards man. Of him alone among the kings of 
Israel or Judah is it recorded that he actually put to death an 
accredited prophet of Yahweh.3 He was ambitious in his own 
way, but lacked the resources and the foresight necessary to 
carry out his own plans. In his dealings with his subjects he was 
tyrannous in the extreme, and made free use of their forced 
labour for his building enterprises. He sought to erect magnifi- 
cent edifices, and to adorn them with costly materials, at the 
expense of his unfortunate brethren. Justice meant nothing to 
him, and no man dared oppose him to Ms face. If his father 
was the David of the last years of Judah, Jehoiakim aimed at 
being their Solomon.^ 

^ There are elegies on Jehoahaz, both in Ez. xix. 2-4 and in Jer. xxii. 10-125 
the latter very short, consisting of a few lines of poetry followed by a prose version. 

^ 2 Kgs. xxiii. 36 ff. 

^ Jer. xxvi. 20—3. The slaughter of the prophets in the reign of Ahab may be 
attributed to Jezebel rather than to her husband, and the murder of Zechariah 
(2 Chron. xxiv. 21) is hardly well enough attested. 

* For a powerful picture of Jehoiakim as he really was, and for the contrast with 
Josiah, see Jer . xxii. 1 3-1 9. ^ 
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We may here pause to dwell for a moment on the greatest 
character of this period of Judah’s history, and one of the noblest 
ever produced by Israel. This was the prophet Jeremiah, who, 
though he had probably been inspired to prophetic utterance 
nearly twenty years before JehoiaMm came to the throne, and 
seems to have taken an active part in the Deuteronomic reform, 
now for the first time took his place as the champion of the 
genuine Israelite thought and feeling against the royal theory 
and policy. Born somewhere about 640 b.c. in the village of 
Anathoth, a few miles to the north-east of J erusalem, he belonged 
to a priestly family, probably the attendants at the local shrine 
who claimed descent from Abiathar.* His activities in and im- 
mediately after 621 b.c. caused a breach with his own family, 
and plots were laid against his life. Either then or at some earlier 
time, he seems to have taken up his residence in Jerusalem, and 
he is without doubt the outstanding personality of the last days 
of the kingdom of Judah. The message which he had to deliver 
was unpopular, and he found few friends. His temperament 
was retiring, quiet, and shy; all his ambitions would have been 
satisfied if he had been able to live on his ancestral land, 
surrounded by wife and children in a peaceful and happy home. 
But these things were denied him by the nature of his work, and 
he had to live a life of storm, conflict, and distress, a ‘man of 
strife’ to all about him. It is true that the few friends he had — 
men like the family of Shaphan and his secretary, Baruch — clung 
to him faithfully throughout his life, but most of those with 
whom he had to deal showed him only hostility. Yet he was 
never turned from his mission, either by the fury of the mob or 
the tyranny of the king; in the face of man he never flinched. 
It was, however, otherwise in his dealings with his God. The 
conditions of his ministry, with its forty years of unfulfilled pre- 
diction, made him suspect, both to others and to himself, and 
the records of the human spirit contain few pictures of more 
poignant agony than Jeremiah’s record of his struggles vwth 
Yahweh. It is this, even more than the outward persecution he 
endured, which has given him his unique position in history.^ 

It is quite clear that the new king at once reversed the religious 

^ See p. 245, 

® Jeremiah has been more fully studied in recent years than any other Old Testa- 
ment character. For the best among many accounts of him, the reader is referred 
to Skinner, Prophecy and Religion, 
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policy of his father. In Jer. vii and xxvi we have an account of 
an utterance delivered by the prophet at the beginning of his 
reign, which speaks definitely of the revival of the worship of 
the ®^ueen of Heaven’, i.e. probably Ashtoreth.^ Ch. vii is the 
prophet’s own record of the event, and ch. xxvi that of his 
biographer, usually identified with Baruch. The sin of Judah is 
denounced, and it is foretold that the fate of Shiloh will fall also 
on Jerusalem. The message aroused keen hostility on the part 
of the religious leaders, the priests and the professional prophets, 
and Jeremiah was saved only by the intervention of the lay 
nobles, who appealed to the precedent of Micah, The matter 
does not seem to have come immediately before the king, though 
he heard of a companion of Jeremiah’s, Urijah by name, who 
had delivered a similar message. Urijah fled to Egypt, but was 
handed over to Jehoiakim by the authorities and put to death. 
Jeremiah escaped, largely through the protection of Ahikam, 
the son of Shaphan. Here for the first time we are introduced 
to a member of this family. It clearly stood high in court circles, 
and produced more than one man of fine character. Its mem- 
bers are seen from time to time on the stage of Jewish history 
during these last years, and we always receive a favourable 
impression of them. Jeremiah owed much to them, and found 
in them a sympathy which was too rarely accorded to him in 
other quarters. There may have been others also who shared 
their position, and it is clear that there was a party in Jerusalem 
which, though it could seldom carry out its policy, was yet 
antagonistic to the Egyptian alliance and all that it involved. 

We hear of no outstanding event until 605 b.g., when the 
utter defeat of Necho by Nebuchadrezzar at Carchemish put 
an end to his hopes of world dominion, and made even his 
position in Palestine insecure. Jeremiah, and possibly others, 
realized the significance of the battle, and knew that the old 
orientation of politics had come to an end. His oracles on the 
overthrow of Necho are among the most striking of his utter- 
ances,^ and give us a most vivid picture of the splendour of the 
Egyptian army and of the completeness of its panic and defeat. 
The prophet went further, and took a step in which he had 

^ Or Anath? Gp, p. 173, n, x. 

® Jer. xlvi. 3“6, 7-9, 10-12. The present writer cannot agree with the more 
drastic critics, e.g. Duhm, who deny the Jeremianic authorship of all the ‘foreign’ 
oracles in chs. xlvi— h. These three, perhaps, more than any others, must be Jere- 
miah’s, if style is any test of authorship. 
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perhaps been anticipated by Isaiah. He summoned to his help 
a professional writer, and dictated to him the oracles which he 
had delivered during his earlier years, ^ and then had the volume 
read in public on a festal day when Jerusalem and the Temple 
were thronged with people.^ Baruch read the roll in the *^cham- 
ber of Gemariah, the son of Shaphan’, evidently knowing that 
Jeremiah’s words would win a certain sympathy from a member 
of that family. Micaiah, the son of Gemariah, heard what was 
said, and felt that he must report the matter. Accordingly he 
went down to the palace, where he found a group of nobles, 
including his father, and told them what he had heard. They 
sent for Baruch and the book, and made him read it to them, 
examining him carefully as to the means whereby it had been 
produced. They decided that the matter must be referred to 
the king, and they took the book from Baruch, giving him the 
friendly advice to keep himself and the prophet well hidden. 
Jehoiakim was sitting in his winter palace, with a fire burning 
in a brazier beside him, and, as the book was read, he slashed at 
it with his knife, cutting off every few leaves and throwing them 
into the fire, in spite of the protests of Gemariah and others. He 
felt that all this prophetic movement was nonsense, and that his 
throne was as secure as ever, but the only result of his action was 
that the roll was re-written, and that the new form was larger 
than the old. Probably Jeremiah and Baruch kept it with them, 
and fresh prophecies were added.^ 

A maintenance of the old policy, however, was impossible, 
and it soon became abundantly clear that the power had passed 
from Egypt to Babylon. Nabopolassar died shortly after the 
battle of Carchemish, and it seems that Nebuchadrezzar had to 
spend two or three years settling affairs in Mesopotamia and the 
neighbouring countries. But in or about the year 6oi b.g.^ the 
Chaldaean armies were in Palestine, and reduced the country as 
far as the Egyptian frontier. Jehoiakim transferred Ms allegiance 
without delay to the new authority, and for three years accepted 

^ Isaiah’s use of this method of preserving his words is mentioned in Isa. xxx. 8, 
but this probably refers only to the oracles contained in chs. xsviii-xxx, perhaps 
only to the name at the end of verse 7. 

* The story is told in Jer. xxxvi. 

^ Many attempts have been made to define the contents of this book, most of 
them assuming that it contained the earlier oracles in the form in which we have 
them. This, however, in view of other facts seems unlikely. See T, H. Robinson, 
Baruch’s Roil, in^AJV,, 1924 (xlii), pp. 209 ff. ♦ Gp. 2 Kgs. xxiv. I. 
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Babylonian domination. But in 598 b.g. or 597 b.g. he withheld 
tribute, possibly owing to Egyptian intrigues. Necho must have 
known that he had no hope of recovering his empire, and that 
there was a very real danger lest his own country should be 
invaded by the Chaldaeans. It probably seemed to him that he 
would be safest if he could see one or two independent kingdoms 
between himself and Babylonia, and that even if he could not 
achieve this end, he would at least give Nebuchadrezzar some 
trouble. For some reason or other, the Babylonian king was 
unable to make an immediate expedition to the west, but stirred 
up raiding bands from the neighbouring tribes.^ Before his 
armies could be set in motion, Jehoiakim died. Though one of 
the worst and most tyrannous of the kings of Judah, he was yet 
the only one of the last six to meet with a comparatively peace- 
ful end. Amon had been assassinated by his own people, Josiah 
had met a violent end at Megiddo, Jehoahaz died a prisoner in 
Egypt, Jehoiachin was carried in chains to Babylon, and the 
punishment of Zedekiah was, perhaps, to be the most terrible 
of all. Here we have unmistakable evidence of the collapse of 
the kingdom of Judah, whose final dissolution was now not long 
delayed. 

Jehoiakim was succeeded by his son Jehoiachin, ^ a lad of 
eighteen. He is said to have done evil, but he had little oppor- 
tunity to show what his real policy would have been. Hardly 
had he taken his seat on the throne when the Chaldaean army 
appeared under the walls of Jerusalem, and when Nebuchad- 
rezzar joined* his forces, Jehoiachin surrendered at discretion. 
He was carried to Babylon, and with him were taken many of 
the best people in the land. The Temple was despoiled and 
other treasure was carried off , 3 though it is clear that the city 
as a whole was allowed to remain, and that Nebuchadrezzar 
had no desire to see it utterly destroyed. 

Nebuchadrezzar’s measures at Jerusalem in 597-596 b.g. dis- 
play less than his usual political wisdom. The success of his 
policy required a strong government which should be devoted 

W2 Kgs. xxiv. 2. ^ * 2 Kgs. xxiv. 8 ff. 

^ 2 Kgs. xxiv. 13-14 and 15-16 seem to be alternative accounts of the deporta- 
tion. The former *of the two represents the spoliation as being complete, which it 
clearly was not, and it has been plausibly suggested that it is really an account of 
events which took place in 586 B.G., and has been misplaced by the compiler. See 
Skinner, i and s Kings, p. 430; Stade, 1884, pp. 271 ff. Benzinger {Die 

Bucher ier Konige, p. 197) regards the passage as a simple gloss. 
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to the Babylonian cause, and should have enough stability and 
insight to stand firmly against the wiles of the Egyptian court. 
Nothing was to be gained by reducing the country to abject 
poverty, and he would have done well to leave behind many of 
the artisan class whom he actually removed. But his worst 
mistake was in his treatment of the nobles. He placed a younger 
son of Josiah on the throne, changing his name from Mattaniah 
to Zedekiah,^ and, since the old nobility had been largely re- 
moved, there stood about the king a court with no stable tradi- 
tions and with little experience of statecraft. One or two of the 
old families remained — ^that of Shaphan has several representa- 
tives during this period — and these probably formed an anti- 
Egyptian party ; such influence as they had might be expected 
to weigh on the side of loyalty to Babylon. But they were not 
numerous enough or strong enough to control public affairs, 
and the national policy—if it can be called a policy — ^was mainly 
in the hands of the new nobility. We have from time to time 
illustrations of the stupidity of these people and of the futility of 
their plans. With no traditions behind them, swayed by the 
appeal of the moment, exposed to the lowest ideals and the 
meanest motives, they lacked both firmness and consistency of 
purpose. In ch. xxiv Jeremiah tells us what impression they 
made on him. At the gate of the Temple he saw one day two 
baskets of figs, one of good, rich fruit, the other so rotten as to be 
utterly unfit for food. As the prophet gazed on them, with that 
fixed intent which sometimes came upon him, the Divine Hand 
mastered him, and he heard the Voice telling him' that here was 
a picture of the contrast between the exiles on the one hand and 
those who had remained in the country on the other. That is 
the opinion of the most clear-sighted man of his day, and from 
that time onwards Jeremiah tended more and more to find the 
ultimate hope of Israel in the exiles. 

Zedekiah, too, was a bad choice. He was not a wicked man, 
and proved in every way a strong contrast to his elder brother. 
He seems to have had sound human instincts, and to have pos- 
sessed more than a trace of true religious feeling. In his dealings 
with Jeremiah he showed himself always inclined to the side of 
the prophet against his persecutors, and he respected him and 
would have liked to rely on him, recognizing the ultimate 
soundness of his advice. We hear no complaints of oppression 

^ a Kgs. xxiv. 17 fF. 
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or of unjust dealings, and that selection of the oracles and dirges 
on the kings which we find in the book oi Jeremiah^ has no word 
of condemnation for Zedekiah, though the prophet bitterly 
denounced the men who thronged his court and directed his 
actions. But if Zedekiah was no Jehoiakim, he was no Josiah 
either. He was essentially a weak man, unable to exercise the 
slightest control over his reckless and turbulent nobles. Few 
sentences in our Old Testament carry a deeper pathos than 
Zedekiah’s reply to the princes who demanded that Jeremiah 
should be put out of the way: ‘the king is not he that can do 
anything against you’. 2 He lacked the moral courage to resist, 
and perhaps feared (with some reason) that if he tried to assert 
himself against the unscrupulous courtiers by whom he was 
surrounded, he would meet with the fate of his grandfather. In 
happier and more tranquil days he might have proved a mild 
and beneficent ruler, but he was utterly unfit to battle with the 
storms which raged about Jerusalem at the beginning of the 
sixth century. 

Within the state there were two parties, the one favouring 
Egypt and the other pro-Babylonian. To the former belonged, 
as it seems, the greater number of the new nobility, and to the 
latter men like Jeremiah, the family of Shaphan and, perhaps, 
the king himself— could he but have been king in reality and not 
in name alone. The intrigues of the former class were incessant; 
Egypt was very near, and Babylon was far away, and it was 
natural for such people to look no further than a limited horizon. 
It may well be that the death of Necho and the accession of 
Psammetichus II in 593 b.g. seemed to the dominant party in 
Jerusalem an opportunity for a fresh movement. It may be true 
that Psammetichus himself had no desire to resume the task in 
which Necho had failed,^ but it is clear that the appearance of a 
new and vigorous king aroused the hopes of all who resented the 
Babylonian authority. Unrest made itself manifest in Edom, 
Moab, Ammon, and Phoenicia,''' and an attempt was made to 

' xxii. lo-xxiii. 6. * Jer. xxxviii. 5. ® So Breasted, HE., p. 585. 

♦ Jer. xxvii. 3. In verse i the reading ’''"Iji?"!? for Dpun’ should certainly be 
adopted, and the term must be broadly interpreted. It 

is inconceivable that a revolt should have broken out immediately after the 
appearance of Chaldacan armies in Palestine, and we must regard the date given 
in xxviii. I (where the LXX correctly reads IT'V'P'IQ for fS'nn n 3 |i 3 

'S n’E’Xlil) as applying to the incidents of ch. xxvii also. 
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secure the adherence of Zedekiah. But, perhaps owing to the 
influence of Jeremiah and his friends, perhaps because it was 
discovered that Psammetichus did not intend, after all, to take 
the matter up seriously, perhaps because the facts of the intrigue 
became known at Babylon, and prompt measures were taken 
to forestall rebellion, the threatened storm passed off.^ But with 
the accession of Apries (the Hophra of the Old Testament) in 
588 B.G., the revolt broke out afresh, and this time matters were 
more serious. The two peoples chiefly involved were Judah and 
Ammon, for the rebellion was not universal, and it seems that 
both Edom and Philistia remained faithful to Babylon .2 Certainly 
the rebels had good grounds for relying on Egyptian support. 

Nebuchadrezzar hastily gathered an army and marched 
westwards. He seems to have been in some doubt as to which 
of the two rebellious states to attack first, and it was only after 
consultation with his oracles that he decided to march on Jeru- 
salem .3 It would seem that he had trouble also with northern 
Syria, for he made his head-quarters at Riblah on the Orontes, 
while a detachment was sent against Jerusalem under his chief 
military oflBcers. They, however, were quite adequate to their 
task, and early in 587 8.0.“* the city was closely invested. 

Our most detailed source of information for the events of the 
siege is the biographer of Jeremiah.^ Naturally his interest is 
centred on the person of the prophet, but he inevitably touches 
on a number of matters which affect the people as a whole. 
The city appears to have been fairly well supplied with food, 
and, thanks probably to the measures taken by Hezekiah, we 

^ Jer. H. 59 alludes to a visit paid by Zedekiah in person to Babylon. While the 
passage as a whole is certainly late and historically worthless, it may possibly pre- 
serve in this detail a reliable tradition. In that case we may suspect that Nebu- 
chadrezzar was aware of the threatened conspiracy and summoned the king of 
Judah to give an account of himself, thereby ensuring his loyalty for a time. In any 
case the rebellion proved abortive, though, unless and until more is known of the 
political events of the reign of Nebuchadrezzar, it is impossible to be sure of the 
details. 

^ References, especially to Edom, are always a little uncertain, since they may 
apply either to the part that Edomites took in the desolation of Judah in 596 b.g. 
or to the treatment that the country received from them after the fail of Jerusalem, 
But the denunciations of these two peoples in Ez. xxv. 12 ff., 15 fF. seem to imply 
that they took some share in the actual sack of Jerusalem in 586 b.g. 

® Ez. xxi. 18 ff. - 

^ The date given in 2 Kgs- xxv. i is the ninth year of Zedekiah, on the tenth day 
of the tenth month, i.e. about the beginning of January 587 B.G. 

^ We have also a vivid picture of its horrors (which included cannibalism) in 
Lam. ii and iv. 
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hear of no shortage of water. But it is clear that there was some 
fear of scanty rations, and many of the wealthier inhabitants at 
once took the step of dismissing their slaves, thereby relieving 
themselves of the responsibility of finding them food. At the 
same time, while all the fortified places in Judah were seized by 
the Chaldaean army, it seems that no attempt was made to 
plunder and ravage the country at large. Nebuchadrezzar 
wanted peaceful possession of a flourishing land, not nominal 
authority over a desert. The smaller places were left to some 
extent untouched, though they probably had to supply the 
needs of the invading army, and so near to Jerusalem as Anathoth 
the village life was apparently continued with the minimum of 
interference. The policy of comparative mildness was not with- 
out effect, and the pro-Babylonian party in the country, headed 
by Jeremiah, continued to advocate an unconditional surrender. 
We can imagine the fury with which this advice was regarded 
by the dominant pro-Egyptian politicians, and we can under- 
stand their feeling that it was the basest treachery, especially 
since there were constant desertions, both from within and from 
outside the city. 

There was some ground for the confidence which was felt in 
Egypt, for the intentions of Apries towards his suffering allies 
were good, even though in practice Egypt was still ‘ a broken 
reed’. An Egyptian force moved across the frontier, and the 
Babylonian generals at once raised the siege of Jerusalem. The 
respite was marked by a dastardly act of tyranny on the part of 
the upper classes.^ Slaves had been manumitted, without waiting 
for the end of their six-year period of service, in order to save 
their masters, but now that the danger seemed to be past, the 
masters insisted on recalling the slaves. So far were the men of 
Jerusalem from having adopted sound moral standards, and 
from being actuated by motives of real humanity. At the same 
time Jeremiah lost his liberty. Some difficulty had arisen about 
the ancestral property at Anathoth, and there was a small plot 
to which the prophet had the right of ‘redemption’. He at- 
tempted to leave the city in order to return to his estate, but 
was arrested on the ground that he was proposing to desert to 
the Chaldaeatis.^ His protests were disregarded, and, in view of 
the advice he had consistently offered to his fellow-countrymen, 
it is difficult to see how they could have been accepted. He was 

f See Jer.xKxiv.BE " ■ * Jer. xxxvii. ii fF. 
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thrown into prison, but not into close confinement, and though 
deprived of personal liberty and limited to the one house and 
courtyard, he was still accessible to any who wished to hold 
converse with him. It is at this point that we have the record of 
an incident which exhibits the magnificent optimism of the 
man. He had been, and was still, consistently proclaiming the 
return of the Chaldaean army and the final destruction of Jeru- 
salem, yet he did not despair of Judah, and beyond the disaster 
he foresaw a time when she would once more be able to hold her 
own land. In prison, free as he was to receive visits, he met 
members of his own family, and concluded the purchase of the 
plot of ground which he had been unable to attend to in person. 
He gave the most careful instructions for the preservation of the 
title deeds, in the full conviction that the time would come when 
they would yet be valid, and that after the last calamity had 
befallen Jerusalem, Israelites would still be able to claim and to 
live upon their own land.^ The incident is really one of those 
‘prophetic symbolisms’ which do in miniature that which 
Yahweh will do on a greater scale, the whole land will be ‘re- 
deemed’ by Yahweh. 

Jeremiah’s forecast as to the resumption of the siege was only 
too accurately fulfilled. We do not even know that the Egyptian 
forces awaited the issue of battle, but if they did they were 
decisively beaten, and the Chaldaean army renewed the siege. 
Jeremiah continued to urge on king and people his policy of 
surrender, and the dominant party determined to get rid of him.^ 
Not daring to put to death directly one who wa? the inspired 
possession of Yahweh, they let him down into a cistern from 
which the water had been drawn off, leaving a deep deposit of 
mud at the bottom.^ The object was to allow him to starve to 
death, but he was rescued by a certain Ethiopian slave, Ebed- 
melech by name, and returned to his former condition, though 
not, it seems, to the actual scene of his old confinement. Here 
he was repeatedly consulted by Zedekiah, and gave the same 
unvarying advice: ‘Surrender, and you will be safe; resist, and 
you are ruined.’ But the king could not make up his mind to 
follow the advice, clearly as he saw its excellence. He was afraid 

^.Jer. xxxii. * See Jcr. xxxviiL 

3 The mud must have been several feet deep, for not only did it require most 
strenuous efforts to get Jeremiah out of the cistern, but mud which is less than 
knee-deep excites no comment in an eastern city. 
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of the courtiers, and afraid of the mockery of the deserters who 
were now in the Chaldaean camp, and, unable to reach a deci- 
sion, he drifted to his end.^ 

Jerusalem was one of the strongest fortresses of the ancient 
world, and in spite of the scientific siege works which the Chal- 
daeans (and others) had learnt from Assyria to erect, it held out 
until it was practically starved, and its defenders were no longer 
able to withstand the assaults of the enemy. A breach was made 
in the walls,^ and the Chaldaean generals entered the city. 
Zedekiah, with such of his guard as remained, fled through a 
gate which seems to have opened out from the passage which 
lay between the two old Jebusite walls, ^ and tried to escape 
across the Jordan, evidently with the intention of taking refuge 
with Ammon, But the party was pursued and scattered, Zede- 
kiah himself being taken prisoner. He was carried to Riblah, 
where sentence was passed on him by Nebuchadrezzar. His 
sons, together with all the nobles of Judah who had been cap- 
tured, were put to death in his sight, ^ and this scene of horror 
was the last he was permitted to behold, for his eyes were put 
out and he was taken blind to Babylon, where he remained a 
prisoner till his death. Once more the punishment of weakness 
was more terrible than that of deliberate and high-handed 
crime. 

The settlement of the affairs of Jerusalem was entrusted to a 
Chaldaean officer named Nebuzaradan, who reached Jerusalem 
about a month after its capture. He carried out a deliberate 
work of destruction, pulling down the walls and the buildings 
within the city, and setting fire to all that was inflammable. It 
was clearly the Chaldaean intention to make Jerusalem utterly 
waste, so that it should never more serve as a focus of rebellion. 
The patience of Nebuchadrezzar was long, but it had been tried 
beyond its limits, and there were those, even in Israel, who 
recognized that the punishment of the city was just. All that 
was worth removing was removed, the larger objects of bronze 

^ Cp. Jer. xxxviii. 14-28, esp. w. 19, 25. 

® The date given in 2 Kgs. xxv. 3 is the ninth day of the fourth month of Zede- 
kiah’s eleventh year, i.e. about tlie beginning of July 586 b.g. From verse 8 we 
learn that this was the nineteenth year of Nebuchadrezzar. 

3 See p. 214. , 

^ 2 Kgs. XXV. 7 does not mention the execution of the nobles, but the note is added 
in Jer. xxxix. 6 and lii. 10. 2 Kgs. xxv. 21, however, speaks of the execution of 
certain officials at Riblah after the settlement of Jerusalem by Nebuzaradan. 
Possibly the Jeremiah passages arc a combination of the two records. 
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being broken up. The Chaldaeans did not value these things as 
works of art; they probably felt that they had among them men 
who could produce better work. We feel the loving regret with 
which the narrator lingers over the list of the objects round 
which Jerusalem’s worship had centred since the days of Solo- 
mon. ^ With the material property were taken also all the people^ 
except the very poorest. The peasants were left in order that 
the land might not lie waste, but every person of authority, 
wealth, or family, who might serve as a centre for discontent, 
was removed. 

Some kind of arrangement had to be found for the govern- 
ment of the land, and Nebuzaradan appointed Gedaliah as 
governor in the Babylonian interest. He was of the family of 
Shaphan, which had consistently advocated submission to 
Babylon, and his appointment was a piece of wise policy. He 
had no direct claim on the crown, but belonged to the older 
nobility, and while his loyalty to Nebuchadrezzar was un- 
questioned, he was likely to be treated with respect by the 
people who remained in the land. Further, his own personal 
character was a guarantee of good and faithful government. 
Brave, loyal, and unsuspicious, he stands out as one of the really 
chivalrous characters in the Old Testament story, and his 
presence inspired a confidence in the good intentions and bona 
fides of the Chaldaean government which might otherwise have 
been difficult to secure. He made his home at Mizpah, and set 
about the task of building up a new community out of the 
wreckage left by the war. He was so far successful that there 
gradually gathered about him a body of men who had made their 
escape from the last calamities of Jerusalem and taken refuge 
among the various tribes of Palestine, chief among them being 
Johanan the son of Kareah.^ Jeremiah, clearly recognized as an 
important influence on the pro-Babylonian side, was permitted 
to go where he would, and decided to cast in his lot with 
Gedaliah, whom he evidently held in high esteem. 

A superficial reading of the Biblical text suggests that the 
settlement at Mizpah lasted but a few months. There are, 
however, reasons for believing that the little company was able 

* The account in 2 Kgs. xxv. 13-17 has been condensed, but, we have the fuller 
originalm Jer. In. 17-23. 

^ The accounts given both in 2 Kgs. xxv and in Jer. Hi arc mere summaries, 
but fortunately we have more details from the biographer of Jeremiah, in 
Jer. xl. 
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to hold its own for three or four years/ and achieved a success 
which aroused the jealousy of its neighbours. In particular the 
Ammonites, who do not seem to have suffered in the campaigns 
of 587-586 B.G., still maintained their hostility to Babylon, and 
felt that they could vent their hatred on the new province. 
Ishmael, a scion of the royal house of Judah, was instigated to 
carry out the designs of the king of Ammon, and seems to have 
been a fit instrument for the purpose. Gedaliah was warned 
against him, but his noble spirit could conceive of nothing so 
mean in any man, and when Ishmael came with other refugees, 
he was courteously entertained. But, as Gedaliah and his 
officers sat together eating with Ishmael, the latter and his ten 
men fell upon them and slaughtered them, following up their 
crime by wiping out all whom they could find at Mizpah. 
Johanan and others were not present, and it was some days 
before the crime was known. All who passed through Mizpah 
were put to death, and one recorded incident was the slaughter 
of a company of pilgrims on their way to Jerusalem to offer 
sacrifice.^ IshmaeFs position was, of course, untenable, for he 
could not hope to withstand the inevitable vengeance which 
would be taken by Nebuchadrezzar, to say nothing of other 
Jews who were beyond his reach, so he seized all who were left, 
including the royal princesses of Israel, and tried to escape to 
Ammon. But he got no farther than Gibeon, when he was over- 
taken by Johanan and an armed company, and had to flee for 
his life, leaving his booty and prisoners to be taken back to 
Mizpah by Johanan. 

To the survivors the situation appeared desperate. They 
knew that Nebuchadrezzar could not possibly overlook the 
matter, and they feared that indiscriminate vengeance would fall 
upon them. It seems, as a matter of fact, that the Chaldaeans 
did make an expedition to Judah in or about the year 581 b.g., 
and deported a few hundreds of the people.^ If Johanan and 
his companions had held their ground and been able to show on 

® The general impression we get from the narrative is that the community was 
well established, and that an attempt was even being made to restore the Jerusalem 
cultus. Moreover Nebuchadrezzar deported Judahites in 581 b.c., and we may 
most naturally explain this expedition as a result of the murder of his governor . 

^ Incidentally the narrative shows that though the Temple was a heap of black- 
ened ruins, yet some kind of altar still existed and was regarded as a holy spot by 
the Israelite survivors. It further attests the fact that a state of comparative peace- 
fulness and security had been attained, since these people are, apparently, unarmed. 

®"Jcr, Ki.'SO. ; , 
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an impartial investigation (which the Chaldaeans would almost 
certainly have granted) that they were in no way responsible 
for Ishmael’s crime, it is probable that they would have been 
confirmed in their position. But they dared not run the risk, 
and determined to make their way to Egypt. They consulted 
Jeremiah as to the route they should take, and, after ten days 
waiting, they received through him an oracle which forbade 
them to go at all.* This they disregarded, and even accused 
Baruch of having tampered with the old prophet in order to 
secure their ruin. They went to Egypt, taking Jeremiah with 
them, in spite of his protests. Once there they fell back into 
their old idolatrous ways, reorganizing the cult of the Queen of 
Heaven. Jeremiah remonstrated, but they replied that as long 
as they had carried on this cult, all had been well with them, 
and it was only after its abandonment that calamity had fallen 
upon them. The only answer the prophet could make was: Tf 
you must do this, you must. But it is the end of your union with 
Yahweh; he will no more be your God, and you shall no more 
be His people. Yet at the last you shall know whose word shall 
stand, His or yours.’^ 

This was the real end of the Israelite nation, as Jeremiah well 
saw. What actually became of the fugitives we do not know 
They may have been absorbed among the Egyptian population, 
or they may have wandered far to the south up the Nile, and 
become the ancestors of that strange Jewish community which 
left documents behind it at Elephantine, dating from the fifth 
century. But, as the inheritors of Israel’s past and as the founders 
of Israel’s future, these men have no place. They are of the 
greatest interest to the historian and to the antiquarian, because 
of the light they throw on the religion and on the thought of 
their age, but they stand outside the stream of the genuine 
Israelite tradition. Israel had come into being with the great 
Covenant at Sinai, and when once that Covenant was dissolved, 
Israel ceased to be. More truly than any other nation in history, 
she existed in virtue of her faith. 

Thus, then, ended Israel’s career as an independent political 
entity. We have tried to trace the story from its earliest phases, 
watching the growth of the people and its decline. We have seen 
how Israel owed her being to the impact of certain Aramaean 

* The story is told in Jer. xHi. * Jer. 3 div, esp. w, S 26 - 8 , 
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nomads on the agricultural community of Palestine, and how, 
starting far below the cultural level attained by her neighbours 
in the land, she yet reached a position of supremacy, and 
absorbed into herself all that she found in the country before her. 
In attempting to estimate the causes of her ultimate leadership, 
it has seemed to us that they are to be sought in her superiority 
in the defence of the land against foreign aggression, and that 
this in turn must be ascribed to her unity (at least to the theory 
of her unity) in blood and faith and to her greater vigour in war. 
We have tried to give due place to the comparative quiescence 
of the great world powers to the east and to the south during the 
period of the struggles against the Philistines, and have seen 
therein the opportunity Israel needed, alike for her own con- 
solidation and for the estabhshment of a free and independent 
state covering the whole of the land-bridge which leads from 
Asia to Africa. We have watched successive generations fritter 
away in small and mean jealousies the chance that was offered 
to them, until it was too late for the nation to hope for the 
achievement of a great political empire. There were times of 
temporary recovery, but the leaders of Israel too seldom had the 
perspective of the statesman, and the few great kings whom she 
produced were followed in almost every case by men of shorter 
views and weaker personality. Not only did foreign conquest 
on a large scale become impossible — ^that was true from the 
days of Solomon himself onwards — ^but even Israel’s power to 
maintain herself gradually disappeared, and both kingdoms sank 
into the position of provincial areas in the great eastern empires. 

But the place of a nation in history is not to be judged by the 
extent of the territory which it has occupied or by the length of 
time for which it has endured. Some of the peoples of the ancient 
world still live, in the sense that the contribution which they 
have made to human life is so valuable and so permanent that 
its effects are visible among us to this day. And in three chief 
ways the nation whose story we have followed has left a great 
legacy. It has created a profoundly influential literature. It has 
inspired a valid conception of human personality. It has offered 
a basis for the one and only conception of God which can hold 
the thought of the modem world. 

There is a continuous history of art and of literature, in which 
the high peaks of national achievement stand out before us, and 
assure a deathless memory to the age and to the people that 
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attained them. Here Israel played her part, and though she 
had no artistic sphere save that of literature through which to 
contribute to human culture, she stands in a position almost 
unique among the races of the ancient east. What has come 
down to us can be no more than a scanty relic of the writings she 
actually produced, but its influence has been incalculable. The 
nations about her spoke languages similar to hers, and yet the 
contribution of Moab, once almost her equal, is a single annal- 
istic inscription. Phoenicia, the wealthiest and most powerful 
part of all Syria, has left us little more than a few notices on the 
coffins of her kings, while Damascus, once Israel’s successful 
rival, has given us nothing. Yet, to take a modern instance of 
the effect of Hebrew writing, the ideal style of two great modem 
literatures, those using the German and the English languages, 
is based on renderings of our surviving Hebrew authors which 
faithfully represent both their vocabulary and their syntax. 

We have already glanced^ at the literature of the first part of 
the monarchy, with special reference to its legal and historical 
prose. The latter half of the period of the kingdoms was far 
richer in literary activity, and the same characteristics are mani- 
fested throughout. We may divide our extant works into three 
distinct classes. We have first of all liturgical poetry. Unfor- 
tunately it is not easy to determine how much of our extant 
Hebrew poetry is to be dated before the Exile. Some of that 
which has come down to us (including the greatest piece of all, 
the book of Job) is certainly post-exilic, and it is probable that 
a large proportion of the poems contained in the Psalter come 
from the same period. But during the last thirty years there has 
been a growing tendency to throw more and more back into the 
age of the monarchy, and even though the traditional ascrip- 
tions contained in the Psalm titles are not generally accepted % 
Old Testament scholars, signs of pre-exilic authorship are now 
far more widely recognized than they were a generation ago. 
Naturally, the Psalms vary a good deal in artistic quality, but 
in the best of them we find some of the noblest products of 
the poetic art. They are characterized by dignity, beauty of 
expression, fertility in imagination, stateliness and restraint in 
diction, in a word (to use a term of Lowth’s) by sublimity. They 
have too, in the highest degree, that quality without which no 

^ This statement needs correction in the light of the Ras Shamrah discoveries. 

* See above, pp. 325 if. 
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great literature can exist, a profound sincerity. They touch the 
depths of human nature and experience, and it is no accident 
that all the generations who have known them have responded 
to them, and have found them fit their own need. They are 
songs of the human soul, timeless and universal; it is the sacred 
poets of Israel who, more than any others, have well and truly 
interpreted the spirit of man. 

As a second class we may mention lyric poetry of a unique 
type, that of the prophets. We need not here consider the many 
and complicated questions which beset us when we come to dis- 
cuss its origin and the way in which the books as we now have 
them were compiled. Suffice it to say that what has come down 
to us is a collection, or rather a series of collections, of short 
pieces, often very short, and, perhaps, often mutilated. Each is 
a sudden and usually passionate outburst, which, nevertheless, 
takes the form of a complete poem — at least in its original state. 
No less than eight pre-exilic prophets, whose names are known 
to us, have left us some portion of their utterances in poetic form, 
and it is practically certain that our prophetic books include 
pieces by an indefinite number of unknown authors. But though 
we may not be able to assign names to them, we can appreciate 
and treasure tlieir work.^ Here, then, we have all the features 
which we have observed in the liturgical poetry of Israel, with, 
if possible, greater intensity and wealth of imagery. Amos and 
Jeremiah give us clear and true pictures of the outdoor world of 
beast and bird; Hosea and Isaiah, while they are not unfamiliar 
with nature, s^e life rather from the town-dweller’s point of view. 
Often the force of the prophetic message is too direct and over- 
whelming even for metaphor, and it falls upon us with the speed 
and brilliancy of lightning. Isaiah is a master of concise descrip- 
tive poetry, surpassed only by Nahum, whose terse yet vivid 
picture of the sack of Nineveh stands alone in literature of this 
class. There is, too, a shadow over all the pre-exilic prophets. 
There may be moments when it is lifted, and a beam of hope 
falls across the outlook, but for the most part the substance of 
their work was gloomy and oppressive. For, in spite of the high 
artistic level on which they stand, artistry was not their primary 
concern; they*had a God-given task to perform, and a divine 
message to deliver. It is no small part of the value of their style 
that they forgot it in the larger interest. They never uttered 
’ Ab example may be seen in Isa. ii. 2-4 (= Mic. iv. I-4)* 
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poetry for its own sake, and a poem, like a man, finds itself only 

when it loses itself. 

We have thus the fierce denunciation of sin, coupled with the 
passionate demand for that righteousness and purity which alone 
can satisfy Yahweh. The threats with which these attacks are 
pointed are couched in terms which should bring home, not 
merely to the nation at large, but to the individual member 
thereof, the issue and goal of evil ways. Again and again the 
prophet is overwhelmed with the tragedy of the doom which he 
foresees, and his language becomes a dirge of unspeakable 
pathos. In two lines Amos brings before us the unutterable 
sorrow which surrounds the last rites paid to the corpse of a 
young girl.^ Isaiah makes us see his country desolated by the 
Assyrian invasion as a tortured body, with the life yet in it, but 
torn, bruised, and festering.^ In Hosea we cannot but feel the 
breaking of a heart that gave all for love, and saw that love 
trampled in the mire. Micah is possessed by a fury which breaks 
the bounds of conventional language at the thought of the 
unhappy peasants whom he has seen pass beneath the harrow of 
the landlords’ tyranny. In Jeremiah we have something of all 
the rest, the passion of Hosea, the swift movement and descrip- 
tive power of Isaiah, the moral indignation of Amos and Micali, 
while the bitterness of his inner experience adds a poignancy all 
his own. Few passages can compare for majestic horror with his 
vision of ^chaos come again’,^ and in his revelation of his per- 
sonal dealings with Yahweh he has plumbed the lowest deeps of 
spiritual agony.^ If (from the literary point of view) we find the 
utterances of Zephaniah and Habakkuk less impressive than 
those of their contemporaries, it is only because we have so high 
a standard by which to measure them. Taken as a whole, the 
prophetic lyrics of Israel occupy a unique position in the history 
of the world’s poetry. 

We pass to prose. Here we have, what we have found in the 
earlier period, an attempt to write real history, constructing out 
of bare annals a genuine record of national progress. We have 
also, at the end of the period, a new legal compilation, fairly 
comparable, from a literary point of view, with the 'Book of the 
Covenant’ . But we have two types of prose writing which emerge 
for the first time clearly during this period. The first is the 
simple story, usually dealing with some well-known character, 

Am. V. 2. ® Isa. i, 4--9, ® Jcr. iv. 23-6. Cp. c.g. Jcr. xx. 7 fE 
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and describing events in his life. This is the raw material for 
true biography, or rather, perhaps, aprimitive form of biography. 
It springs out of the tales that men would tell one another in the 
city gate, or by the camp fire in the open grazing lands. Our 
surviving literature of this class nearly always has one or other 
of the prophets for its subject; the collections of these stories 
dealing with Elijah and Elisha have been freely employed by the 
compilers of the books of Kings, and it is clear that there was a 
body of such narratives whose subject was Isaiah. We have a 
number of similar pieces concerning Jeremiah, though these 
appear to differ from the general type in being, in their present 
form, the work of a contemporary and an eyewitness of the 
events he describes. In ail we have the characteristic features of 
good Hebrew writing, though it is rather more flowing and, if 
anything, simpler in construction than the narrative prose of 
the earlier monarchy. Its most striking feature — indeed the 
feature which gives it unique importance — ^is that it is all written 
from the standpoint of the common people. It helps us to see 
the life of the average Israelite, not simply the conditions and 
the fortunes of kings and nobles. In this respect it has few if any 
parallels in the east, ancient or modem. Nowhere else do we 
gain such insight into the hopes and fears, the little concerns of 
little people, which, after all, are the essential elements in any 
true national life. There is in these narratives a naive presenta- 
tion of the experiences and of the motives of the ordinary and 
insignificant folk, the man who is in despair because he has lost 
a borrowed axe-head,^ the woman whose debts threaten her 
children with slavery ,2 the child carried off by foreign raiders. 3 
It is true that we hear of kings and courts in these stories, but 
they are seldom named; the personality of the people in upper 
walks of society did not concern either the teller of the story or 
his audience, and they appear as a rather vague background to 
the incidents which really interest men. In this, as in so much 
else, Israel was the great democratic nation of the ancient world. 

Finally we have, probably late in the seventh century, the 
growth and development of rhetorical prose. The opening chap- 
ters of Deuteronomy mark an era in the history of literature, and 
we can see something of the effect this type of writing produced 
on its own age by studying the prose oracles of Jeremiah. The 
style forms a marked contrast to that of the Hebrew narrative. 

• 2 Kgs. vL 5. ’ 2 Kgs. iv. 1-7. ’2 Kgs. V. 2. 
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Instead of the simple, usually short, co-ordinated sentences 
which we find in the historical books, we have long periods with 
a syntax as involved as the structure of the Hebrew language 
will allow. This class of writing is still in its infancy in Deu-^ 
teronomy^ and a hypercritical eye may detect a certain crudity 
in the construction of the style, but the fact remains that the 
earnestness of the writers confers a real dignity and impressive- 
ness, and there are good judges of literary excellence who would 
place the ‘Deuteronomic’ prose very high in the list of the w’'orld’s 
oratorical efforts. 

Yet it was not in literature that Israel’s greatest contribution 
to human thought was made. Small and insignificant as she 
was, there were two directions in which she had something of 
profound importance to convey to those who should come after 
her. The first of these lay in the realm of political theory, and it 
has attracted comparatively little attention, partly because it 
seems so obvious to our minds. Israel exhibited a passionate 
insistence on the value of human personality, a refusal to recog- 
nize that any social order or political institution could be valid 
and permanent if it conflicted with the rights of man. Religion 
itself must be judged by this standard, and a theology or 
a ceremonial must stand or fall by its attitude to humanity. 
Not the most orthodox of theologies, not tlie most scrupulously 
accurate observance of cultic rite, could for one instant com- 
pensate for the absence of human justice and human sympathy. 
Again and again the people fell from the high standard which 
their most ancient tradition had set before thejn> and were 
recalled by the preaching of their prophets to first principles. 
It was, indeed, only in the teaching of Jesus that those principles 
found their highest and unique expression, but it must not be 
forgotten that in thismatter Jesus was but ^completing the Law 
and the prophets’. 

And this leads us to the second and the greater of Israel’s 
contributions to human thinking. A comparative study of the 
world’s religions shows us that there is a regular and normal 
evolution in the world’s faiths. As far back as actual observa- 
tion will take us, we have a doctrine which we call Animism, a 
belief in a multitude of spirits, without personal names, recog- 
nized in groups— spirits of the upper air, spirits of the earth, 
spirits of the dead. As time passes individuals are identified in 
each group, and gradually they are elevated into the position of 
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"High Gods’. The old animistic ideas still persist, It is true, but ' 
they fall into the ' background, and the stress is laid on the 
Pantheon. This is a stage to which we give the name Polytheism. 
But history has shown that a Polytheism is always unstable; on 
the one hand it tends to drift back into the older animism, and 
on the other it tends to develop a philosophy which is normally 
atheistic. The metaphysical demand for unity and the ethical 
demand for morality are never satisfied by numbers of gods and 
goddesses, among whom some may be good but others are 
certainly wicked. Thus the noblest spirits are often faced with 
the choice between religion and truth, and choose the latter. 
God and goodness are incompatible, and the best men have 
tended to discard religion in favour of righteousness. In Israel, 
almost alone among the nations, God was conceived as supremely 
righteous. Here, more than anywhere else, we trace the effect 
of the impact of the nomad ideals on the settled community, and 
it was the old faith, originating with Moses and interpreted by 
tlie prophets, which ultimately gave to Israel her place in human 
history. 

But when Israel ceased to be a political entity she had not yet 
begun to give the world her supreme message. She had, indeed, 
not really grasped it herself, and still stood near the beginning 
of her spiritual history. Nearly a century of varied experience 
was to pass before she had made the truth her own and was in 
a position to transmit it to the world about her. It is true that 
her prophets had proclaimed the moral character of Yahweh, 
but men are^low to realize the implications of their own beliefs, 
and we have little justification for holding that men like Amos 
and Isaiah were monotheists in the strict sense of the word. No 
doubt it was inevitable that their teaching should lead to the 
conviction that all the gods of the nations were idols, but Yahweh 
had made the heavens. But we miss that note of splendid cer- 
tainty which rings through the utterances of the great anony- 
mous prophet of the Exile, ^ when he insists that there is no God 
but Yahweh, and that the other objects of worship are nothing 
or less than nothing — nonentities or minus quantities. It is, 
further, only at the very end of Israel’s history as an independent 
nation, in the thought of Jeremiah and Habakkuk, that we find 

* For reasons wbicb cannot be discussed here, tbc writer is unable to accept the 
conclusion reached by G. G. Torrey (cp. e.g. The Second Isaiah^ 1928) that Isa. xi- 
Ixvi must be attributed to a single prophet living in the age of Alexander the Great. 

Gg2 
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the question as to the righteous government of the universe 
which led in the end to such rich discoveries in the relation of 
man and God, and ultimately taught Israel to believe in a valid 
life after death, a state in which communion was possible with 
the God whom men had adored while still on earth. 

So it came to pass that all was not lost for Israel in her political 
ruin. There still remained the exiles in Babylon, and they main- 
tained in unique fashion, and with almost miraculous results, 
the faith of their ancestors and their national sense. In them the 
tradition lived, and by them it was handed down to later ages. 
It was due to impulses originating among them that the Temple 
was at length restored, and eventually a new community grew 
up about it, which maintained and carried on that w’^hich con- 
stituted Israel’s true message to the world. Paradoxical as the 
statement seems to be, it is nevertheless true that Israel’s work 
began only when to the superficial eye she had just ceased to be. 

But the long story of Israel as an independent political unit, 
which we have followed from its first beginning at Sinai, is 
ended. Save for a brief period under the Hasmonean princes, 
she was never again to enter the arena of world politics as a 
sovereign people. For, of all the forces which had gone to make 
her a nation, it was her faith in Yahweh which was primary and 
fundamental. She lived in virtue of a covenant made with Him, 
and with the breach of that covenant she ceased to have either 
a reason for her existence or the means of maintaining it. Those 
who went down into Egypt with Johanan were the last in the 
line of tradition. In a political sense this was true; ,they were the 
last survivors of the old kingdom of David, as it had grown up 
on the soil of Palestine, and the nation itself ceased to be when 
they said in effect, ‘Not Yahweh, but the Queen of Heaven will 
we worship’. 
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Additional Mote H 

THE NUMBERS OF THE EXILES 

F igures relating to the deportations of Nebuchadrezzar arc 
furnished by Jer. lii. 28-30. The passage is omitted by the 
LXX, and is not found in s Kings, but there seems to be good 
ground for supposing that it was drawn from some early and 
reliable source. The very modesty of the figures suggests 
accuracy. Three deportations are mentioned: 

* 8th year of Nebuchadrezzar (597 b.c.) . . 3,023 

^ 19th ,, (586 „ ) . . 832 

23rd ,, „ (581 „ ) . . 745 

Total . . • . . 4,600 

This is a very small figure when compared with the 200,150 
whom Sennacherib claims to have deported in 701 b.c., but it 
may be that he there included all the Palestinian captives taken 
in his expedition, though he ascribed them to Judah. It is par- 
ticularly surprising to find the total of 832 for those carried 
away in 586 b.c. But it must be remembered that a month 
elapsed between the storm of the city and the arrival of Nebu- 
zaradan to settle affairs, and we may suppose that nearly all the 
survivors made their way into the open country to procure some 
means of living. The greater number of those removed at this 
time were probably deserters who had joined the Chaldaeans 
before the siege was over. The deportations of 581 b.c. suggest 
that a final Expedition was undertaken after the murder of 
Gedaliah, 

* The figures in the text are 7th and i8th, but all the other data make it neces’ 
sary to assume that each deportation is here placed a year too early. 
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Additional Mote I 

THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE REGAL PERIOD^ 

O NE of the main difficulties which confront the student of 
Israel’s history is that of securing any degree of accuracy in 
the dating of events. It is, obviously, impossible to get more than 
a rough approximation to the date of such occurrences as the 
Exodus and the Conquest, nor can we expect any exact date 
before the foundation of the monarchy. With the kings, however, 
the number of their regnal years is always stated, and there is an 
ingenious scheme of synchronisms as between the kings of Israel 
and the kings of Judah. This, however, is taken by the compiler 
from the figures he found already in his sources, and is not to be 
regarded as independent evidence. 

But, in any case, our Biblical data would hardly be enough to 
give us any certainty, and we are compelled to rely to some 
extent on the dates which we find in other literatures, especially 
when they refer to Israel. We have two main sources, those 

^ This baffling and complicated subject has attracted the attention of nearly 
every serious student of the Old Testament. It will suffice to mention the names of 
Wellhausen (‘Die Zeitrechnung des Buches der Konige’, Jakrbikher fur deutsche 
Jahrg., 1875, 607-40); Krey, Theologie, 1875, 

XX, pp. 40411.; Riihl, Deutsche Z^itschrift fur Geschicktswissenschafty Jahrg., 1894-5 
(Bd. xx), pp. 44-76 and Nachtrag, p. 171 ; Mahler, Handbuch derjudischen Chronologies 
1916; Thilo, Die Chronologie des Alien Testaments s 1917; Kugler, Von Aioses bis Faulus, 
I9J22, ch. iii; Lewy, Die Chronologie der Konige von Israel und f uda, 1927; and Begrich, 
Die Chronologie der Konige von Israel und Juda, 1929. The last is the fullest, most 
thorough, and most acute of all the discussions which have yet appeared, and cannot 
be overlooked. Begrich finds in the synchronisms in Kings, in the actual figures 
given for each reign, in the figures given in the LXX and in Josephus, no less than 
five different complete schemes of chronology, and from these, which he works out 
carefully in detail, comparing them with the definite dates ascertained from Meso- 
potamian documents, he develops what seems to him a satisfactory scheme. To these 
should be added Mowinckel, Chronologic der israelitischen undjudischen Konige (1932). 

On two important points it seems to the present writer that Bcgrich’s work is 
open to criticism. In the first place, Wellhausen is surely right in believing that the 
synchronisms in Kings are worthless, being merely a late compilation from the actual 
figures given. The parallel of such documents as the Mesopotamian synchronistic 
lists does not seem to apply, for they were the result of a single government over the 
two peoples concerned. In the second place, it is hardly justifiable to take the evi- 
dence of the subordinate versions and writers as giving anything like independent 
schemes. They must all go back to the same source as the MT., and each figure 
can be used only as evidence for the original text of the passage in which it occurs. 

The truth is that we are largely dependent on conjecture. The grounds on 
which various conclusions are accepted are usually subjective, and a study of the 
opinions of different writers will show how hopeless it is to try to obtain uniformity, 
still less certainty. The attempt has been made in tlie following pages to reconstruct 
a scheme which has no claim whatever to authority, but shows one way, at least, in 
which the relevant data may be satisfied. 
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which we derive from Egypt, and those which come to us from 
Assyria. The latter are usually the more reliable and accurate 
when we can obtain them, because the Assyrians kept a careful 
record of the years, following a system not unlike that which 
prevailed later at Athens. Every year was known by the name 
of an official whose title was Imrtm,^ and we have hmma-lists 
practically complete from the end of the twelfth century. From 
860 B,a. onwards a note is attached to each year indicating the 
most important event by which it was marked, and in the year 
of a certain Bur (Ishdi)-Sagale it is stated than an eclipse of 
the sun took place in the month Simanu? This can only be the 
eclipse of June 763 b.g., and we are thus enabled to date the 
whole series with perfect accuracy. 

We are on far less certain ground when we are dealing with 
Egyptian dates, and we have to rely on a kind of ‘dead reckon- 
ing’, based on the regnal years of successive kings, a method 
which always leaves room for some error, owing to the accumu- 
lation of odd months which are not specified. In the whole 
range of Israelite history there seems to be but one date which 
can be certified on astronomical grounds firom Egypt, and that 
is the death of Shabaka in the year 700 b.g. Even the eclipse of 
763 b.g. was only partial so far south as Egypt, and is not men- 
tioned. The approximate dates of the kings mentioned in 
Israelite records are: Sheshonk 945-924, (Osorkon I 924-895) 
(Shabaka 712-700), Tirhakah 688-663, Necho 609-593, Apries 
588-569.3 Osorkon and Shabaka are, of course, only doubt- 
fully identifieti with Zerah king of the Cushites (2 Chron. xiv. 
9 ff.) and with So (2 Kgs. xvii. 4). _ 

Our Assyrian records enable us to identify with certainty the 
dates of the following events: 


b.g. 

853 Battle of IKLarkar; Ahab the king of Israel. 

841 Jehu pays tribute to Shalmaneser III. 

738 Menahem pays tribute to Tiglath-pileser III. 

734 Assyrian expedition against Philistia (probably that in 
which Pekah lost his throne). 

' WincUer (KAT.^ pp. 222 f.) and J. A. Montgomery {JBL., 1930, xlk, iv, 
pp. ai fF.) have sOggested that similar hsts existed in Hebrew, and that fragments 

survive in the O.T. Unfortunately we cannot use them, if they existed, because &ey 

are so fragmentary. The difficulties in O.T. chronolop are due, not so much to 
errors of the authors, as to inaccuracies in the transmission _ 

^Luckenbill,dyM.ii,p.435>§»98- 3 Breasted, HB.,pp. 600 f. 
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B.C. 

733 Assyrian expedition against Damascus. 

732 Assyrian expedition against Damascus. 

721 Capture of Samaria, and organization of the Assyrian 
province of Samaria, by Sargon. 

(71 1 Capture of Ashdod by Sargon.) 

701 Expedition against Judah by Sennacherib. 

To these we may add: 

679 Manasseh does homage to Esarhaddon at Nineveh.* 

We may also regard as certain the date of the battle of Car- 
chemish, which took place in 605 B.G., and Nebuchadrezzar’s 
accession in that same year. There does remain, however, a 
margin of error in dating the fall of Jerusalem. That is dated in 
2 Kgs. XXV. 8 as taking place in the nineteenth y^ear of Nebuchad- 
rezzar, and verse 3 more exactly dates it on the ninth day of 
the fourth month.^ We may assume that it is the Babylonian 
calendar on which the figures are based, and this made the year 
begin with Nisan — March to April. The date of the capture of 
Jerusalem, then, will be early in July. 

But we cannot be absolutely certain as to the year. The 
Babylonian chronology dated the regnal years of a king, not 
from the day of his accession, but from the next Nisan. If 
Nebuchadrezzar came to the throne in January, February, or 
March, then the first counted year of his reign began in the 
spring of 605 b.g. If, however, it was after the beginning of 
Nisan in 605 that Nabopolassar died, then Nebuchadrezzar’s 
first year would begin in the spring of 604 b.g. In the former 
case the fall of Jerusalem is to be dated 587, in the latter 586 b.g. 
We do not know in what month Nebuchadrezzar ascended the 
throne, though June-July seems probable, but it will be seen 
at once that the probabilities are three to one in favour of his 
reign being dated 604, making the fall of Jerusalem 586 b.c .3 
We kn ow that Nebuchadrezzar did not become king tillafterthe 
battle of Carchemish, and Necho’s expeditions to Mesopotamia 

^ There is some uncertainty as to the exact year, though the event clearly belongs 
to the early part of the king’s reign. But it is not dated in the inscriptions, cp. p. 432, 

^ The Hebrew text oi Kings omits the number of the month, but most editors 
would restore it from the parallels in Jer, xxxix, 2, Hi. 6. 

3 It should be pointed out that in the figures of the captives given in Jer. Hi. 
28-30, each date is a year earlier, and the fall of Jerusalem is assigned to Nebu- 
chadrezzar’s eighteenth year. But this seems at present to be a less probable date, 
and may be treated as a sHp. 
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did not usually take place until the year was well advanced, 
which also points to the late summer as the probable time of 
Nebuchadrezzar’s accession. When we find, as we do, that this 
date fits our general chronological scheme better than 587 b.g., 
then we are justified in assuming it to be correct, unless and until 
we have contradictory evidence from Babylonian records. 

We turn now to the figures supplied in the book of Kings, 
The two lists for the north and the south run side by side, and it 
is convenient to divide the period of the monarchy into four 
sections, because of certain obvious synchronisms. We may 
regard the reigns of Rehoboam and Jeroboam I as beginning at 
the same time, and also those of Jehu and Athaliah, while the 
fall of Samaria is dated in the sixth year of Hezekiah (2 Kgs. 
xviii. 10), though, as we shall see, the date is open to some 
suspicion. The period during which the kingdom of Judah 
survived that of Israel, however, makes a convenient section for 
study. 

The figures given for the four periods are as follows: 


The early kings of all Israel. 



Saul 




David . 

40 years 



Solomon 

40 » 



Total 

80+ years 



The Divided Kingdom, 



Israel, 


Judah, 


Jeroboam I . 

22 years 

Rehoboam . 

17 years 

Nadab 


Abijam 

3 „ (LXX 6) 

Baasha 

24 „ 

Asa 

41 » 

Eiah . 

2 „ 

Jehoshaphat . 

25 » 

Omri . 

12 „ 

Jehoram 

8 „ 

Ahab . 

22 „ 

Ahaziah 

I year 

Ahaziah 

2 ,, 



Jehorani 

12 5, 



Totals 

98 years^ 


95 years (LXX 98) 


* A figure has obviously dropped out in i Sam. xiii. i; Saul clearly reigned more 

than two yeai’s. . , , . . u % .v 

2 The seven days’ reign of Zimri has not been included m the above, as it is 

obviously of no importance for the chronology. But it should be remarked that the 
historian’s synchronisms place the accession of Zimri in Asa s twenty-seventh year 
(i Kgs. xvi. 15) and that of Omri in Asa’s thirty-first year (i ^ 

assuming an interregnum of four years. We can, however, hardly take th«o^- 
chronisms seriously, and we may suspect that the compiler has simply assumed 
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If we can accept the figure given by the LXX for the reign of 
Abijam, we thus have identically the same period for the two 
kingdoms. 

G. Accession of Jehu and Athaliah to the fall of Samaria, 


Israel Judah. 


Jehu . 

28 years 

Athaliah 

. 6 years 

Jehoahaz 

17 « 

Jehoash 

• 40 

Jehoash 

16 „ 

Amaziah 

• 29 „ 

Jeroboam II . 

41 » 

Uzziah 

• 52 .. 

Zechariah 

lyear 

Jotham 

. 16 „ 

Menahem 

10 years 

Ahaz . 

. 16 „ 

Pekahiah 

2 „ 

Hezekiah 

6 „ (down to 

Pekah . 

20 „ 


fall of Samaria) 

Hoshea 

9 » 



Totals 

143I yeai-s^ 


165 years 

Kingdom of Judah alone. 



Hezekiah . 

. 23 years (after fall of Samaria) 

Manasseh . 

• 55 .. 



Amon 

c 2 5, 



Josiah 

• 31 » 



Jehoahaz 

iyear 



Jehoiakim - 

. XI years 



Jehoiachin . 

i year 



Zedekiah . 

. 1 1 years 



Total 

• 1331 years 




Since the dates nearer to the compiler’s own time are less 
likely to have suffered from textual corruption, we may con- 
sider the last period first. The fixed date is the battle of 
Carchemish, in Jehoiakim’s fourth year,^ which places his 
accession in 608 and his death in 597. Allowing for a margin of 

that Omri’s reign is to be dated, not from the death of Zimri, but from that of 
Tibni, and has allowed four years for the struggle. The LXX has no synchronism 
at all in i Kgs. xvi. 15, suggesting that in the MT. it is a later 'addition. 

^ The one month assigned to Shalium is omitted as it obviously has no bearing 
on the chronology. 

® Jer. xlvi. 2, further attested by the fact that Jeremiah’s outlook underwent a 
definite change in that year, cp. XXV. 1, xxxvL I. 
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error due to uncounted months, wo thus get the following dates 
for the kings of Judah after tlie fall of Samaria: 


Manasseh 
Amon » 

Josiah » 

Jehoahaz 

Jehoiakim 

Jehoiachin 

Zedekiah 

Fall of Jerusalem 


B.G. 

696 

641 

639 

608 

608 

597 

596 

586 (According to 2 Kgs. xxv. 
8 the nineteenth year of 
Nebuchadrezzar.) 


We are, however, in difficulties when we come to deal with the 
reign of Hezekiah. He is credited with a reign oftwenty-nine years, 
and Samaria is said to have fallen in his sixth year, which would 
make the latter date 719 or 720B.C. at the earliest. But we cannot 
put the fall of Samaria later than 72 1 b.g., as it occurred in Sargon’s 
first year. On the other hand it is stated in 2 Kgs. xviii. 13 that 
Sennacherib’s invasion of Judah took place in Hezekiah’s four- 
teenth year, which would imply that he did not become king till 
7 15 B.c.^ But this figure stands alone in the record, and, knowing 
what we do of the transmission of figures in ancient documents, 
it is not difficult to conjecture that the original figure was 
twenty-four.^ This would make the date of the accession of 
Hezekiah 725 B.c., which is by no means out of the question. We 
are still left, however, with the statement in 2 Kgs. xviii. 9 that 
it was in Hezekiah’s fourth year that Samaria was attacked by 
Shalmaneser, and that it was in his sixth year that the city 
succumbed. But it is quite clear that in reporting the last days of 
Samaria, the compiler has misread or miscopied his sources, for 
the Assyrian record itself suggests that Hoshea was not in the 
city when it was captured (Sargon does not mention his name), 
while 2 Kgs. xvii. 4-5 seems definitely to imply that Hoshea 
was captured and imprisoned before the siege began. Only so 

’ Some scholars accept thSi date as correct. Box, The Book of Isaiah, pp. g, 168, 
places the accession of Hezekiah in 720 b.c.— another way of meeting the difficulty. 

* Reading for nnfj?. Others would regard the number as a con- 

jecture, based on the statement in xx. 6, that Hezekiah was to live fifteen years after 
his sickness, and the theory that this sickness coincided with the invasion of Sen- 
nacherib. But the Babylonian embassymustbe before 701 B.C., and thesicknessearher 

still. See Skinner, r otid a Kings, p. 388; Bajzmger, Die Biicljer der Konige, p. 179. 
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can the chronology of these years be understood, for on any 
calculation at least eleven years (which, owing to looseness of 
reckoning, might be twelve) elapsed between the appointment 
of Hoshea and the fall of Samaria. The ‘ninth year’ of Hoshea 
mentioned in 2 Kgs. xvii. 6 is a natural miscalculation on the 
part of the compiler, and need not be taken as evidence.^ If we 
can assume that the original account stated that it was in the 
fourth year of Hezekiah that Samaria actually fell, we can 
understand that this might be interpreted as meaning that it was 
in that year that Hoshea ceased to reign, and the knowledge that 
the city held out for two or three years after his deposition 
would introduce the sixth year as the date of the fall of the city. 
The compiler himself would — very naturally— be confused as 
between all these figures, and produce the statement we actually 
have in his effort to harmonize them. If, then, we may suppose 
that Samaria fell in the fourth year of Hezekiah, and that Senna- 
cherib’s invasion took place in the twenty-fourth, we arrive at the 
consistent date of 725 b.g. for the accession of Hezekiah, which 
agrees with the twenty-nine years ascribed to him and the dates 
already reached for his successors on the basis of the Biblical 
figures. 

This carries us back to division G. Here we are at once met 
by an obvious discrepancy of at least twenty-one years between 
the figures given for Israel and those of Judah, the latter being 
the longer. By placing the fall of Samaria in the fourth year of 
Hezekiah instead of the sixth, we reduce this discrepancy to 
nineteen years, but that is still too long to be ascribed to loose- 
ness in reckoning odd months. One obvious resource is to 
reduce the reign of Jotham, and assume that the total figure, 
sixteen, includes the years during which he was co-regent with 
his father. Thus we might obtain a superficial harmony between 
the two lists by assuming that Jotham’s independent reign 
lasted only seven years and that his father reigned forty-two 
instead of fifty-two years. But while we might thus reach a 
scheme which would produce internal consistency in the Biblical 
figures, we should still be far from a final solution, for we should 
have to take into account the Assyrian evidence, which is 
decisive where it can be found. Since Ahab was^ still alive in 
853 B.O., the date of Jehu’s tribute to Shalmaneser III, i.e. 841, 
must be very near the beginning of his reign. Hoshea was 
* Gp. Skinner, x md 2 Kin^s^ p. 374, 


NOTE ON CHRONOLOGY OF REGAL PERIOD 461 

deposed in 723 b.c. at the latest, possibly in 724, giving, at most, 
a period of 1 18 years between the two events, as against the 143 
which is the minimum offered by the Bibhcal figures. How are 
we to get rid of these twenty-five years? 

Some light is thrown on this problem by a further discrepancy. 
Menahem paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser in 738 b.c., and Pekah 
was dethroned in 732 at the latest. Yet twenty-two years are 
assigned to the reigns of Pekahiah and Pekah together. It seems 
fairly clear that we must reduce the reign of Pekah to two years 
instead of twenty, and it is more or less a matter of taste as to 
where we deduct the other seven or eight. Perhaps Menahem 
reigned for two years only, or perhaps Jehu’s figure should be 
twenty or that of Jehoahaz ten. Jehu’s is, perhaps, the reign in 
which reduction can most readily be conjectured. This has the 
advantage of bringing the accession of Jehoash into the year 
following the great Assyrian raid on Damascus which apparently 
so reduced its strength as to facilitate the recovery of Israel which 
began under Jehoash. We thus reach the following table: 



B.c. 


B.c. 

Jehu 

. • 841 

Pekahiah . 

737 

Jehoahaz . 

s . 821 

Pekah 

735 

Jehoash 

, . 804 

Hoshea . 

733' 

Jeroboam . 

. 788 

Deposition of Hoshea 

724 

Zechariah'j 


Fall of Samaria . 

721 

Shallum 1 

. a 747 




Menahem 


We are still left with the task of adjusting the reigns of the 
kings of Judah. We have already seen that one resource is the 
assumption that Jotham’s years as co-regent with his father have 
been reckoned into the total years of his reign, and that possibly 
the reign of Uzziah himself is too long. The only necessary syn- 
chronism between the two kingdoms (apart from the beginning 
of the period) lies in the fact that the reigns of Jehoash of Israel 
and Amaziah of Judah overlapped. Of the other reigns those of 
Jehoash and Uzziah were clearly long, and must not be too 
greatly reduced; even on the Biblical figures Jehoash was only 

’ The limmu-Usts show that there were expeditions to Palestine in 734, 733, and 
732 B.G., Damascus being expressly mentioned as the objective of the two latter, and 
P'hilistia as the aim of the first. It is, tlien, quite reasonable to suppose that while 
Pekah was removed in 734 > Hoshea was not formally appointed till the following 
year, while the expedition of 732 resulted in the organization of the Palestinian 
provinces. 
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forty-six when he was assassinated. The simplest solutionj 
therefore, is to reduce Amaziah to nine years and Uzziah to 
forty-two, assuming that Jotham was co-regent with the latter 
for twelve or thirteen years. We thus get: 



B.G, 


B.C. 

Athaliah . 

. . 841 

Jotham (co-regent) 

• 757 

Jehoash 

• 835 

• 795* 

Jotham (sole rule) 

• 744 

Amaziah . 

Ahaz 

. 741 

Uzziah 

. 786 

Hezekiah . 

• 725 


In division B the attractive solution of the discrepancy be- 
tween the two lists is to accept the LXX figure for the reign of 
Abijam — six years instead of three, thus reducing the whole 
period for both kingdoms to ninety-eight years. But this will not 
allow for the adjustment to the Assyrian date of 853 b.g. for the 
battle of Karkar, which means that some reduction must be 
made in the reigns of Ahaziah and Jehoram of Israel. The 
simplest plan — though this involves a textual emendation which 
is not so easy as some that have been proposed — ^is to cut 
the three years off the reign of Jehoram, and to keep the figures 
of the MT. for Judah. The necessary synchronisms are two; 
Baasha must overlap Asa, and Jehoshaphat Ahab and one of his 
sons. These conditions are fulfilled by the following table: 



Israel. 

B.C. 

Judah. 

B.G, 

Jeroboam . . 

• 936 

Rehoboam 

• 936 

Nadab 

* 

. 914 

Abijam 

• 919 

Baasha 

• 912 

Asa 

. 916 

Elah 

• « 

. 888 

Jehoshaphat 

• 875 

Zimri ] 



Jehoram . 

. 850 

Tibni 

« • 

. 886 

Ahaziah . 

« 842 

Omri J 





Ahab 

• 

. 874 



Ahaziah , 

. 852 



Jehoram . 

• 850 




Apart from the simple calculation which places Solomon’s ac- 
cessionin 976B.G. and that of David in 1016, we can go no further 
in identifying dates.^ We may guess that Saul reigned about 

^ The statement in 2 Kgs. xiv. 17 that Amaziah sun^ved Jehoash of Israel by 
fifteen years is obviously a compiler’s deduction from the figiirespf xiii. 10, xiv. 2. 

^ The system of reckoning adopted by several scholars (e.g. Skinner j i and 2 Kings ^ 

, pp. 40 ff.) which makes the Hebrew chronology include the 'same year, as the' last 
of one king and the first of his successor, thus reducing every reign by one year, can 
hardly be applied here. It would bring the death of Solomon down to 930 b.g. Now 
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twenty years— it can hardly have been much less, but before his 
time all dates are a matter of conjecture, and, as we have seen 
in discussing the dates of the Exodus and Conquest, there are 
margins of several centuries in extent. But we may venture 
to restore tentatively the following general scheme 


B.C. 

1036 (?) 

Kings of Israel, 

Kings of Judah, 

Saul 

Outstanding events. 

1016 


David 


976 


Solomon 


93S 

Jeroboam I 

Rehoboam 


93^ 



Invasion of Sheshonk 

919 


Abijam 

916 


Asa 


914 

Nadab 



912 

Baasha 



888 

Elah 



886 

Zimri, Tibni, Omri 


S73 

Ahab 

Jehoshaphat 


874 


%3 



Battle of Karkar 

852 

Aliaziah 


850 

Jehoram 

.Jehoram 


842 


Ahaziah 


841 

Jebu 

Athahah 

Jehu’s tribute to Assyria 

B35 


Jehoash 

821 

Jehoahaz 



805 



Adad-nirari III subdues 




Damascus 

804 

Jehoash 



795 


Amaziah 


788 

Jeroboam II 



786 


Uzziah 


757 


Jotham (co-regent) 


747 

Zechariah, Sballum 


Menahem 



744 


Jotham (sole rule) 


741 


Aliaz 


738 



Menahem pays tribute to 




Tiglath-piieser III 

737 

Pekahiah 



735 

Pekah 




the invasion of Sheshonk took place in the fifth year of Rehoboam’s reign, i.e., on 
tliis reckoning, in 926 or 925 b.c. But Sheshonk seems to have died in 924 b.g. at the 
latest, and the date suggested would not allow time for the erection of the Karnak 
inscription which describes the Palestinian campaign. 

* This table must be accepted as being, at many points, approximate and con- 
jectural — any table of Israelite dates must be so. The figures are bound to be 
affected by various ways of reckoning the regnal years and by the odd months more 
or less than the full number of years given. But it may be assumed that these will 
average against one another, and will not materially affect the general conclusion. 
The attempt has been made simply to achieve the best result possible with the 
maximum probability and the minimum departure from the Biblical figures. 
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B.G. 

734 

Kings of Israel* 

Kings of fudak 

733 

732 

Hoshca 


725 

724 

721 

701 


Hezekiab 

696 


Manasseh 

641 


Aunon 

639 


Josiah 

6o3 


Jehoahaz, Jehoiakim 

597 

586 

581 


Jehoiachin, Zedekiah 


Outstanding events. 
Tiglath-pileser III subdues 
Damascus 

Assyrian provinces or- 
ganized in Palestine 

Deposition of Hosliea 
Capture of Samaria 
Sennacherib invades 
Judah 


Fall of Jerusalem 
Nebuchadrezzar’s tliird 
deportation from Judah 
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— multiplicity of, 323, 420. 

— rock, 155, 168. 

Amalek defeated by Saul, 184. 

— exterminated by David, 203, 209. 

— Israelite wars against, 83, loi, 118. 

— kinship with Israel, 100 f. 

— subject to Moab, 144. 

Amanus, Mt, ii. 

Amasa, Joab’s murder of, 227, 244. 
Amaziah (king of Judah), 357 f. 

assassinated, 359. 

conquers Edom, 358. 

date of, 457 ff. 

expels Amos from Bethel, 303, 

404. 

Amenhotcp III, 7, 67, 74, 

— IV. See Ikhnaton. 

America, discovery of, 5. 

Ammon, Ammonites, 13, 115, 441. 

attack Jabesh-gilead, 181 

conquered by Assyria, 382. 

defeated by Azariah, 361, 

by J ehoshaphat, 297. 

instigate murder of Gedaliah, 

443 - 

kinship with Israel, 55, 266. 

oppression by, 141, 144 ff. 

rebel against Assyria, 388. 

Babylon, 437. 

subdued by David, 203, 219 f. 

tributary to Assyria, 395, 400. 

Amnon, 225, 226. 

Amon (god), 7, 175, 258, 274. 

— (king of Judah), 400, 411, 417, 435. 

date of, 458 ff. 

Amorite(s), 33, 48 {see also Amurru). 

— meaning of term, 36 ff. 

Amos, 174, 336, 361, 362, 368, 398. 

— expelled by Amaziah from Bethel, 

303, 404.* .^ . ' 

— pleads for justice, 365, 371* 


Amos, poetry of, 447, 448. 

— teaching of, 369 ff., 406,407, 448, 451. 

Amraphel (= Hammurabi), 46, 56. 
Amurru, 37, 290, 389 {see also 

Amorites). 

Anakim, 32. 

Anath, 173. 

Mathoth, 173, 245. 417, 428, 432, 439 - 
Anatolia, 256, 327. 

Ancestor-worship, 90 ff. 

Animism, 450. 

Antiochus Epiphanes, 345. 

Aperiu, 76. 

Aphek, battle of, 293 f. 

— site of, 162, 197, 293. 

Aphrodite, cult of, at Ashkclon, 414, 
Apis, cult of, 278. 

Apocalypse, 304. 

Apollo, 179. 

Apollonia, 382. 

Apostasy, 150, 159, 258, 403, 407. 
Approaches to central hills of Palestine, 
24 f. 

Apries (Hophra), 438, 439, 455. 
Apuleius, 179, 

Arab(s), conquered by Azariah, 361. 

— revolt against Assyria, 388, 401, 409. 

— settled in Palestine by Sargon, 383. 
Arabia (Petraea), 20, 22. 

Arable land in Palestine, 28 f, 

Arad, 119,275. 

Arad-sin, 56. 

Aram Naharaim, 58. 

Aramaean (s), 38 (5^5 Syrians). 

— assimilated to Ganaanites, 164, 173, 

— conquered by Assyrians, ii, 394. 

— — by Saul, 184. 

— element in Israelite blood and tradi- 
tion, 47 ff., 173, 176, 203, 225, 228 f,, 
276, 280, 298 f., 345. 

— migrations of, 42. 

Aramaic as an international language, 

232, 396. 

Ararat (Urartu), ii. 

Araunah, threshing-floor of, 219, 248. 
Arbela, battle of, 220. 

Arboriculture, 19. 

Architecture, Israelite, 309. 

— of Temple, 250 f. 

— Palestinian, 33, 35, 40. 

Argob, 263. 

Arioch, 46, 56. 

Ark, 108 ff., 226, 233, 377, 406. 

— at Shiloh, 160. 

— captured by Philistines, 163, 207. 

— centre of Israelite worship, 133, 159, 

277 » 393 - ^ 

— functions of, 1 1 1 . 

— in battle, in, 162 f. 

— placed by David in Jerusalem, 205, 
218, 236.^ 
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Arnon (R.), 25, 116, 289, 

Arubbothj 263. 

Arumah, 151. 

Arzaj 285. 

Asa, 283 ff., 288. 

— date of, 457 fF. 

— religious reform of, 284 f., 323. 
Asahel, 21 1. 

Asekah, 126. 

Ashdod, 22, 43, 129, 341, 360, 400. 

— attacked by Psammetichus I, 402. 

— conquered by Sargon, 386, 456. 

— formed into an Assyrian province, 
382, 386, 387. 

— tributary to Assyria, 389. 
Ashdudimu, 386, 389. 

Asher, 60, 234. 

— administrative district of, 234, 263. 

— a maritime tribe, 78 f., 129, 132. 

— connexion with Gad, 100. 

— mentioned in Egyptian inscriptions, 
75 f. 

Ashkelon, 43. 

— conquered by Sennacherib, 395. 

— sacked by Scythians, 414, 

Ashtoreth, 419, 420, 433. 

— Temple of, at Beth-shean, 191. 
(Ashtoreth) Karnaim, 359. 

Ashur (city), fall of, 12, 415. 

— (god), 52, gr, 406. 

— cult imposed on conquered peoples, 

377 - ^ ^ 

Ashur-bani-pal, 325, 336, 387, 401, 
412, 413, 414. 

abandons Egypt, 12. 

settles foreigners in N. Israel, 

SSs- 

Ashur-nasir-pal reaches Mediterranean, 
II, 175* 267, 290. 

Ashur-uballit, 415. 

Assimilation of Ganaanites by Israel, 
47, 140, 146, 161, 164!., 173. 
Assyria(ns), 1 1 f , 121, 280, 288,338, 372. 

— administration and provinces of, 
380 ff. 

— advance wcstwai'ds, 295 ff., 333 ff. 

— and Judah, 385 ff. 

— at Karkar, 295 f. 

— attack Damascus, 343, 355, 357. 

Jerusalem, 395 ff. 

— capture Ashdod, 386. 

■ — conquer Damascus, 376. 

-Egypt, 401 f. 

Samaria, 136, 379. 

— cult-emblems in Jerusalem, 377, 392. 

— dethrone Pekah, 376. 

— fall of, 414 ff. 

— law, 34, 95, 327, 329. 

“ periods of weakness, 142, 192,267,348. 

— rebellion of Babylon and western 
states against, 388, r 


GENERAL 

Assyria (ns), rise of, 175. 

— western expeditions of, ii, 175, 267, 

290. 295. 343. 356 f-, 373 ff-. 386 f. 

Astarte, 284. 

Astral cults, 419 f, 

Ataroth, 289. 

Athaliah, 323, 355. 

— date of, 457 ff. 

— death of, 350, 

— marriage of, 294. 

— seizes throne, 349. 

Athens, 312, 455. 

Atonement, Day of, 420. 

Awa, 383. 

Azariah, 359 ff., 374 {see also Uzziah), 

— conquers Edom, 360. 

Gath, 360. 

— date of, 458 ff. 

Azriyahu of Yaudi, 374, 

Azuru, 386. 


Baal(s) (Canaanite), 149. 

assimilation of Yahweh to, i67f., 

I93> 278, 367, 369. 

disintegrating influence of, 173. 

fertility spirits, 167. 

in Temple of Yahweh at Jerusa- 
lem, 419. 

prophets of, 1 79 f. 

Baal (king), 401. 

Baal (Phoenician god; see also Mclkart), 


347 , 350 - ^ , 

cult of, exterminated m Israel, 


Elijah’s protest against, 323 ff. 

introduced by Jezebel, 299 ff. 

temple to, in Jerusalem, 350, 

Baalath, 247. 

Baal-hazor, 225. 

Baaiiada, 193. 

Baal-perazim, 213, 

Ba’(a)sa, 238, 295. 

Baasba, 267, 283 £ 

— attempts to fortify Ramah, 279, 284. 

— date of, 457 ff. 

Babylon, Babyioma(ns), 383, 400, 435. 

Amorite dynasty of, 37. 

conquered by Assyria, lo, 175. 

deport Jchoiachim, 435. 

— Zedekiah, 441. 

destroy Jerusalem, 441 £ 

• — — Egyptian intrigues against, 435, 

— — invade Palestmc, 434. 

Judah rebels against, 435, 438. 

Lawm,34, 95, 321,327. ■ 

overthrows Assyria, 414 £ 

■ revolts against Assyria, 12, 267, 

387 ff., 399, 414. 

Babylonian Chronicle, 536, 415, 429. 
Baking, 319. 
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Balaam, 117. 

Balih (R.), 4x5- 
Barak, 140. 

Barley, 17. 

Baruch, 430, 432, 433 ^ 434 . 444 - 
Barzillai, 244. 

Bashan, 20, 25f.5 28, 38, 114, 117, 191, 
264 f. 

Bathsheba, 202, 225, 243, 245. 
Battle-panic, iii, 162, 230. 

Bealoth, 263, 265. 

Bedawin, 1 15, 280. 

^ — invade Palestine, 140 f., 147, 149. 

— religion and ritual of, 107. 

— social organization of, 102. 

— tents of, 104, 

Bcer-sheba, 136, 208, 219, 224, 265, 279. 

— Isaac at, 57. 

— sanctuary of, 367. 

founded by Abraham, 52, 57. 

Benhadad I, 284. 

— II {see also Hadadezer), death of, 344. 

— defeated by Ahab, 293 f. 

— leads coalition against Shalmaneser 
III, 289, 296. 

— in, 355, 357- 

Benjamin, 124, 166, 170, 263, 272. 

— • attached to Judah, 234. 

— supremacy of, 60, 61. 

— war against, 1 56. 

Ben-Tabe*el, 375. 

Beth-Anath, 173. 

Beth-car, 164. 

Bethel, 25, 125, 127, 128, 129, 132, 164, 
183, 217, 225, 370, 380, 404. 

— captured by Abijam, 283. 

by Israel, 124, 127. 

— sanctuary of, 52, 62, 161, 303, 367, 

404* 

Amos expolled from, 303, 304. 

bull-worship at, 108 f., 278, 305, 

323- 

desecrated by Josiah, 419, 421, 

423. 

established by Jeroboam, 271, 

277! 

traced to Abraham, 52. 

—Jacob, 62, 278. 

Beth-horon, 25, 125, 126, 129, 183, 247. 
Bethlehem, 207, 256, 265, 279. 
birth-place of David, 205. 

— in Philistine hands, 157, 210, 213. 
Beth-millo, 151. 

Beth-pelet, 40. 

Beth-shean, 24, 73, 128, 133, 163, 238, 

263,275- . - 

— Egyptian gawison at, 40, 142, 148, 

■■■"X49-. . . o' ■ 

— occupied, by Philistines, 10, 142, 189, 

■ 190, I 9 I,„ 20 i. 

— taken by Israel, 2 1 7, 22 1 . 


Ketn-shemesh, no, 154 £, 263, 279. 
Bezek, 125. 

Biihah, 59. 

Biography, 330, 449, 

Bitter Lakes, 87. 

Bit-Yakin, 410. 

Black obelisk of Shalmaneser, 20 p;. 
Blood, 1 06 f., 328. 

Blood-revenge, 106 f., 21 1, 226, 244, 
301, 328 L, 346 f. 

Bochim, 160. 

Border warfare, 318, 339 ff. 

Bronze serpent, 109, 392 {see also Snake- 
worship), 

Bubonic plague, 410. 

Budu’ilu, 400. 

Building, methods of, 40, 249 f. 
Buildings, Omri’s, 309 f. 

— Solomon’s, 248 ft. 

Bull-cult, 108 ff., 218, 278, 322. 

Burial customs, 315 f. 

Bur (Ishdi-) Sagale, 455, 

Burning bush, 69. 

Byblos, 8, n , 3 1 , 1 79, 258, 290, 3 1 3, 3 73. 


Caesar, Julius, 22, 220. 

Caleb, 10 1, 1 14, 120, 169, 170. 
Caicbites, 61. 

— conquer Hebron, X34. 

Calf, golden, 108 f. (see also Bull-cult). 
Gambyses, 416. 

Ganaanite(s), culture of, 127. 

— meaning of term, 36. 

— oppress Israel, 139 f. 

— gradually assimilated to Israel, 140, 
146, 16 1, 164!., 173. 

Ganaanite ‘glosses’ in Tell-el-Amama 
letters, 39. 

Canberra, 217. 

Cancer, Tropic of, 16. 

Cannibalism, 341, 438. 

Caphtor, 406. 

Cappadocian god Laban, 52. 

Captivity of Israel, 376, 382. 

— Judah, 435, 442, 

Caravan routes, 21 f., 222, 256, 290, 
361 {see also Trade routes). 
Carchemish, battle of, 4, 12, 175 . 4 X^} 
429, 430, 433, 434, 456. 

— Neo-Hittite kingdom of, 290. 
Carians, 179. 

Carmel, Mt, 24, 32, 129, 133, 139. X 90 . 
254. 257. 263, 382, 395. 

Elijah on, 302, 305 f. 

Caste, 321. 

Cattle, housing of, 317. 

Cemeteries, 315 f. 

Central hills of Palestine, 24f., 1 24ff., 1 29. 
Cereals, 18. 

Chaldaeans, crushed by Sennacherib, 

394 * 
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Clialdaeans {cont), 

— ■ defeat Necho, 433 {see also Carche- 
mish, battle of). 

— despoil Jerusalem, 441 f. 

— destroy Jerusalem, 336, 440, 441, 
443 - 

•— invade Judah, 435, 438. 

— occupy Babylon, 387, 414. 

— overthrow Assyria, 414 ff, 

— tributary to Assyria, 387. 

Chariots, Ahab*s, 295 f., 322. 

— of the Sun, 419 f. 

— possessed by Ganaanites, 120, 127, 
170. 

— removed by Tiglath-pileser III, 382. 

— Solomon’s, 248, 254, 257, 317. 
Ghedorlaomer, 46, 56. 

Ghemosh, 289, 342, 420. 

Gherethites and Pelcthites, 230, 244. 
Cherubim, 251 £ 

Christianity, 50. 

Chronicles, Books of, 177. 

Chronology, 1 58, 454 ff. 

Cimmerians, 412 ff. 

Circumcision, origin of, in Israel, 84, 
121 f. 

City, the Israelite, 309 ff. 

Climate, 16, 21, 262. 

Clothing, 104, 31 1. 

Coffins, 316. 

Commerce, 21, 175, 312. 

foreign, 256 ff., 312 ff., 361. 
Conquest of Palestine,Israeiite,47,i 12 ff. 

date of, 74 ff, 463. 

Constitution of Israel in the wilderness, 
100. 

Gookeiy, 58, 319. 

Councils, tribal, 102. 

— village, 315. 

Court of Saul, 195 f. 

— of David, 225 f., 235. 

Covenant, 113, 114. 

— Ark of, 109. 

— basis of Israel’s life, 88 ff. 

— Book of, 96, 448. 

— ceremonial of, 93 ff. 

— Josiah’s, 418 f., 421. 

— monarchic, 228 f., 241, 273, 351. 

— symbolism of, 94. 

— terms of, 95. 

Creation-myth, 34. 

Creator, Yahweh as, 406. 

Cro-Magnon, 32. 

Cuth, 3%. 

Cyprus, 175, 400. 

Cyrus, 4. 

Dagon, 109. 
ed-Daheriyeh, 120. 

Damascus, 13, 42, 55, 266, 281, 379, 
380. 4, 


Damascus, allied with Israel, 374 f. 

— Assyrian province of, 380. 

— attacks Judah, 375. 

— at war with Israel, 340, 341, 344, 

356- 

— commercial privileges granted to 
Ahab in, 313. 

— conquers Transjordania, 117, 290, 

294 f., 348. 

— dominates Israel, 356. 

— leads western coalition at K,arkar, 
II, 295 f. 

— lost by Solomon, 246, 258 f., 313. 

— occupied by David, 221. 

— peace between Israel and, 289. 

— position on a trade-route, 21, 222, 

313* 

— revolution in, 344. 

— subdued by Assyria, ii, 334, 343, 

358. 373. 376, 456. 

— submission of Judah to, 282 £, 284. 
Dan (city), 136, 165, 224, 227, 263. 

foundation of, 1 56 £ 

— bull-cult at, 278, 305. 

— sanctuary at, 157, 271, 278, 305. 

— (tribe), 92, 100, 170. 

and the Phiiistines, 154 ff., 165. 

conquests of, 128, 134. 

driven back from coast, 143, 154. 

migrates northwards, 132, 156 f. 

on sea-coast, 78, 128, 154. 

Darius I, 5. 

Date (fruit), 19, 311. 

Dathan, 98. 

David, 120, 134, 176, 186, 200 ff., 241, 
244, 267, 271, 278, 279, 307, 314, 
326, 349, 393, 397, 418, 431. 

— and Abner, 193, 210 £ 

— and Absalom, 225 ff, 

— and Ark, 205, 218, 278. 

— and Hamath, 221. 

— and Jonathan, 204, 224. 

— and Nabal, 203, 207. 

— and Saul, 187 ff , 194, 204, 206 £ 

— and the united kingdom, 135, 137. 

— and Tyre, 222, 290. 

— and Uriah, 202, 204, 224 £ 

— at Ziklag, 197, 203, 208, 209. 

— becomes chief of a band of outlaws, 
207. 

— becomes king of Israel, 212. 

Judah, 210. 

— captures Jerusalem, ' 1 18, 170, 214 £ 

— character of, 202 ff., 242. 

— character of his kingship, 203, 228 ff. 

— chooses site for Temple, 218 £ 

— ^ civil establishment Of, 231 f. 

— - connexion of, with l?hilistines, 44, 
loi, 143, 190, 198, 204, 205 £, 20S £, 
210. . - 

— date of, 457 ff 
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David (cent.), 

— ecclesiastical establishment of, 232 f. 

— elegy of, over Abner, 211, 326. 

Saul and Jonathan, 209, 326. 

— . exterminates Amalek, 203. 

— foreign policy of=. 205 - 

— his wars with Philistines, 212 n. 

^ in eschatology, 20 1 f. 

— kills Goliath, 187 f., 189, 206, 

— magnanimity of, 204. 

— makes Jerusalem his capital, 21b ti., 

221. , . 

— marries Abigail, 207. 

— military establishment of, 230. 

— place of, in history, 201. 

— private life of, 224 ff. 
religion of, I93> 205, 236. 

-^subdues Ammon, 203, 2190. 

Edom,59, 203, 219. 

Moab, 203, 219. 

- Syrians, 219 ff., 237 f- 

— work of, 243, 333- 
Day of Yahweh, 363, 36b. 

Dead, cult of, 90 f., 403. 

— Sea, 20, 342. 

— treatment of, 3151- 
Debir (city), 170. 

— (Holy of Holies), 250, 251. 

Deborah, 128, 140. . c 

— song of, 60, 7B t., I39f*» 326. 

Debt, laws of, 320 f., 329, 363, 368, 449. 
Decalogue, 95 f., 

Dedanite counUy, 22. 

Democracy, 105, 225, 228 f., 272 f., 298, 
346 f., 41 7 f., 449) 450- 
Deportation of Israelites, 376, 382. 

-- Judahites, 435 f-, 442, 453* . 

Deuteronomic interpretation of history, 
138,241,268,305,408,430. 
Deuteronomy, IT., 425 449 f* 

Diadochi, 5. 

Diban (Dibon), 39, n6, 269. 

Dionysus, 179. . r 

Disintegrating forces m Israel, 99, 1 32 i-t 

Divination by entrails, 377 1. 

— by lot, 324, 378* , r A 

Division between Israel and Juaan, 995 

135 f-. *74. 843. 270 ff-. 307- 

Doeg, 195. Q 

Domestic animals, 17, 3^B, 317, 

—^organization, 231 ff., 258, 264!. 
Dor, 128, 129, 133) 254) 293) 3B2. 
Dothan, 24, 190, 198, 293, 34<^* 

Dress, 311.. ^ 

Drought, 317, 

Duzu, 430. 

Ebal, 25, i«4 £ 

Ebed-melech, 440* . 

3874 


Ebenezer, 162, 164. 

Economic conditions, 317 ff., 363 ff, 
Ecstatics {see also Nabi, Prophet). 

— Canaanite (Baalist), I79£, 299 f., 
305 ) 324- 

— Yahwist, lygf., 194, 270, 324. 

Edom, 63, 98, 114, 120, 381. 

— conquered by Saul, 18^4. 

— invaded by Sennacherib, 401, 410. 

— lost by Solomon, 246, 259 f. 

— rebels against Babylon, 437. 

— recovers independence, 246, 259 f., 
3 > 4 . 376. 

— related to Israel, 58 £, 1 15, 266. 

— subdued by David, 59, 203, 219. 

— subject to Judah, 13, 59, 257, 297, 
358, 360, 

— submits to Assyria, 395. 

— unites in invasion of Moab, 342. 
Eglon (city), 125. 

— (king), 144. 

Egypt, 137 U 222, 341, 386. 

— aids Judah against Assyria, 397 f. 

— Assyria conquers, 10, 12, 333, 401 £, 
412. 

— decline of, 174 £, 224, 266 £, 291, 
334 ) 434 * 

— defeated at Eltekeh, 397 f. 

— destroys Gezer, 246. 

— dominant in Palestine, 6 ff., 40 f» 
163,174, 191 f) 291,431* 

— empire of, 6 ff. 

— escape of Israel from, 85 ff. 

— fails to check growth of Israel, 141. 

— imperial methods of, 8, 40. 

— intrigues of, 334 f, 3^8, 435* 

— invades Judah, 274 ff. 

— Isaiah and, 387. 

— Israel enters, 62 ff. 

— participates in war against Chal- 
dacans, 439 f. 

. — Solomon’s alliance with, 24b* 

— trade with, 313. 

Ehud, 140, 144. 

Ekron, 43, 126, 386. 

— rebels against Assyria, 388, 394, 397 .* 
398. 

Elah (king of Israel), 285. 

— date of, 457 ff. 

— vale of, 187, 189, 195) 206. ^ 

Elam, Elamites, join Ghaldaeans against 

Assyria, 388, 394, 399. 

Elath, 360, 376. 

Eleazer, 212. 

Elders, 233. 

Elephantine, Jews in, 19, I 73 » 444 * 
Eihanan, 231. 

— kills Goliath, 187, 212. 

Eli, 109, 159. 161, 163. 

EHada, 193 Baaliada). 

Eliakim, 43^ {see cIjo Jehoiakim). 

li 
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Elijah, 269, 301 ff., 354, 370, 449. 

— at Horeb, 306. 

•— denounces social injustice, 304, 306, 
349' 

— foretells drought, 304 f. 

on Mt. Carmel, 302, 304 ff. 

— place of, in development of Pro- 
phecy, 324. 

— political activities of, 301, 325. 

— religious policy of, 323, 346, 353. 
Elisha, 288, 306, 339, 363, 449. 

— and communities of Prophets, 324. 

— betrays plans of king of Damascus, 

— date of, 341 . 

— foretells victories of Joash, 357. 

— in Damascus, 340, 344. 

— instigates revolution of Jehu, 347. 

— true successor to Elijah, 325. 
Elkanah, 161. 

Elohim, original meaning of term, 90 f. 
Elon-beth-hanan, 263. 

Eltekeh, Egyptians defeated by As- 
syrians at, 397, 399, 409 f. 

Elul, 430. 

Emim, 32. 

Endor, Saul consults witch of, 190, 197, 
199* . 

En-gannim, 198. 

Engedi, 24. 

Enlil, 406. 

Ephraim, 139, 217, 233, 234, 263, 272, 
382. 

— Amalekite connexions of, 100. 

— claims of, 146, 271. 

— conquests of, 128. 

— helps to destroy Midianites, 272. 

— Moses belongs to tribe of, 80 f., 93. 
Ephod brought by Abiathar to David, 

207, 232 f. 

— consulted by Saul, 183. 

-— made by Gideon, 150, 168. 

Eri-aku, 56. 

Esarhaddon, 1 2, 456. 

— accession of, 401. 

— conquers Ammon and Moab, 382. 
Egypt, 401,412. 

■ — plants settlers in northern Israel, 

383- 

- — summons Manasseh to Nineveh, 400. 

— treaty of, with Baal of Tyre, 401. 
Esau, 57, 58, 62. 

Eshtaol, 128, 134, 154. 

Etam, rock of, 155. 

Ethiopian kings of Egypt, 175, 389 f., 
409. 

Euphrates, 10, 58, 

Euripides, 179. 

' Exile, 404, 442, 453 te a/jo Captivity). 
Exodus, 68 ft'. 

— begins the history of Israel, 67, 


Exodus, date of, 71 IT,, 463. 

— effect of, 70, 89, 97 f. 

— historicity of, 70. 

— numbers of Israelites involved in, 89. 
Exports, 312. 

Ezekiel and the priesthood, 422^ 

— ideal Israel of, 234 f. 

— teaching of, 398. 

Ezion-geber, 257, 259. 


Fall of Jerusalem, 441, 459 ff. 

— Samaria, 136, 372 ff, 4585*. 
Far‘ah, Wadi, 24, 149. 

Fertile Crescent, y t, 11, 21 f., 33, 38, 


42, 55» 7L 412. 

Fire, pillar of, 86. 

Firstborn of Egypt, death of, 84 f. 
Folklore, Moses in the light of, 81 f. 
Food, 104, 31 1. 

Food-gatherer and food-producer, 1 7 ff , 

58- 

Forced labour, 218, 255, 272, 431. 
Foreign oppression, unifying influence 
of, 99 f., 143 f. 

— cults, 353, 419 f. 

Fornication, ritual, 106, 348. 
Fortification, Jebusite, 214. 

France, 366. 

Frontiers beUveen Israel and Judah, 
279- 

Fusion of races in Israel, 147, 148, 150 f. 


Gaal, 152. 

Gad (god), 52, 91. 

— (tribe), 60, 100, 114, 166, 289. 
Galilee, 44, 129, 163, 257, 265. 

— sea of, 24, 1 30. 

Gath, 13, 43, 212. 

— captured by Azariah of Judah, 360, 

— Hazael of Damascus, 356. 

Sargon, 386, 389, 

— David a vassal of, 192. 

— David in, 206, 208. 

— friendly to David, 143, 175, 188, 
210. 

Gaza, 43, 208, 379, 386. 

— attacked by Hezekiah, 394, 

— position of, on trade-route, 22* 

— Samson in, 155. 

^ — subdued by Israel, 127. 

— submission of, to Assyria, 376, 387, 
388, 400. 

Geba, 182, 284. 

Gebci-arak knife-handle, 31. 

Gedaliah appointed governor ofjudali, 
442. 

^ — murdered by Ishmlel, 443. 
Gehenna, 421.' 

Gcmariah, 434. ■ 

Geography of Palestine^ ' 

Cerar, 57.' 
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Gerizim, 25. 

Geshur, 226. 

Gezer, I 34 » 212, 254. ^ 

— destroyed by an Egyptian king and 
given to Solomon, 10, 118, 174, 246. 

— excavations at, 40, 160. 

— king of, killed by Israel, 128. 

— not captured by Israel, 128, 133. 

— seized by Merneptah, 75. 
el-Ghor, 22, 25. 

Giants, 32. 

Gibbethon, 283, 285. 

Gibeah, 181, 182, I 95 » 2 I 7 » 380. 
Gibeon, 127, 129, 132, 443 - 

I attacked by Canaanites, 12O} 12b. 

. — pool of, 210. 

— sanctuary at, 278. 

-- Saul’s treatment of, 244. 

— secures alliance with Israel, 125* 
Gideon, 128, i 39 j ^89? 253 * 

— dateof, 141. 

— exploits of, 146 fl. 

— makes Ephod, 168. 

— practical kingship of, 150. 

Gilboa, battle of Mt., 190 f., 193 , 197 

208. 

Gilead, 191* 217, 263. 

— Assyrian province of, 382. 

— balm of, 20. 

conquered by Damascus, 294? 344 > 

348, 357 ; 

Israel, 114, 117 . ^23. 

— Jephthah in, I 45 ^* 

Gilgamesh, 154. 

Gilgal, 144, 164. ^ 

Israelite occupation of, 122, I20. 

-—sanctuary at, 129, 160, 367. 

— Saul’s camp at, 182. 

Gimii-sin, 37. 

Gindibu, 295. ' 

Girgashites, 36. 

Gob, 212. 

God as member of tribe, 94 1 , 

Goliath, 187, I 94 > 212. 

Gophna, 162* 

Goshen, 63, 127. 

Goths, 413. 

Greece a world-power, 5. 

Greek culture and politics, 10, u. 
Gudea, 36. 

Gueans, 295. 

Habakkuk, 45 ?* , 4. , 0 

Habiru (Hebrews) invade Palestine, b; 

* 76f., 79. “8, 123. 

' Habor, 383. ' 

Hadad secures mdependence of Edom, 
.■■■ 247 .' 258 ,. 259 f^., 2 , 73 * 

■ Hadadezer, 221, 2371., 

— .(Benhadad',il),' 295 . : ^ 

■.'■'Hadarezer,^ 237 *' ■ 


Halah, 383. 

Half-nomad, 48, 104. 

Hamath, 341, 359, 361, 374, 383, 430. 

— allied with David, 221, 237. 

— resists Assyria, 295, 379. 

Hammurabi, 37. 

— code of, 34 f., 95, 327 f. 

— identified with Amraphel, 46, 56. 

— subdues Palestine, 33. 

Hannah, 161. 

— song of, 158. 

Hannibal, 387. 

Harnio, 379. 

Hanun, 220. 

Harod, well of, 198. 

Harosheth, 139. 

Harran, Assyrian capital at, 12, 415, 
416, 430. 

— in patriarchal tradition, 55, 58. 

— moon-cult at, 90. 

Hauran, 343, 

■ — Assyrian province of, 382. 
Hawoth-jair, 263. 

Hazael, 283, 306, 355. 

— assassinates Benhadad II, 344 * 

— captures Gath, 356, 360. 

— defeated by Shalmaneser III, 343, 

344 * 

— occupies cities in N. Israel, 357. 
Hazor, 129, 247, 254, 263. 

Hebrew language, 39, 330, 396. 
Hebron, 28, 132, 157. 211, 256, 265, 

279, 322. 

— capture of, 120, 125, i 33 > 

— connected with Abraham, 57 * 

— David, king in, 191, 210, 212. 

— sanctuary at, 226. 

Helara, 237. 

Hepher, 263. 

Hercm, 124, 292. 

Hermon, 20. 

— battle of, 343, 344 * 

Herodotus, 6, 179? 4 ^ 3 ? 424 * 

Heshbon, 20, 38, 116. 

Hexatcuch, composition ot, 45 1 . 
Hezekiah, 275, 388? 388 ff* 

— attacks Gaza, 394. 

— cuts Siloam tunnel, 393 f* 

— date of, 458 ff. 

— destroys bronze serpent, 109, 392 * 

— imprisons Padi, 388. 

— rebels against Sennacherib, 37 < 5 i 

388 ff., 410* o 

— reforms of, 392. 4 ^ 2 , 4 / 8 , 423* 

— submits to Sennacherib, 397. 

— takes measures to defend Jerusalem, 

392 ff* 

Hezion, 283. 

Hicromax (R*), 25. 

Hinnom, valley of, 420 * 

Hiram, allied with David, 222. 
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Hiram {cont,), 

— receives Galilean cities from Solo- 
mon, 257, 263, 313. 

— supplies timber from Lebanon, 253 f. 
Historical writing, Hebrew, 330. 
History, Yahweh the Lord of, 406 f. 
Hittite(s), 36, 37, 341. 

— pd Eg^-'pt, 7. 

— influence in Palestine, 9, 41, 74, 138. 

— in Taurus region, 6. 

— ‘Land of the’, 290. 

— laws of the, 34, 95, 327, 329. 

— swept away by Philistines, 10, 342, 

175. 191 f- 

Hivites, 36. 

Hobab, 69, 92. 

Holocaust, 252, 

Hophni, 163. 

Hophrah, 438. 

Horeb, 82 if., 98, 306. 

— site of, 32. 

Horim, 32. 

Hormah, 118, 119, 170. 

Horses, trade in, 254, 257. 

Hosea, 159, 167, 336. 

— poetry of, 447. 

— teaching of, 348, 367, 398, 405, 407. 
Hoshea, 376, 378, 379. 

— date of, 458 ff. 

Houses, 310?., 361. 

Huldah, 418, 

Huleh, Lake, 130, 132, 380. 

Human sacrifice, 145 f., 184, 342, 375, 
403, 420. 

Huns, 413. 

Hunter and shepherd contrasted, 58 f. 
Hushai, 226, 227. 

Hyksos, 31, 63, 73 f., 74, 280. 


lamani, 386. 
latna, 386. 

Idolatry, 407. 

Ikhnaton, 7, 8, 42, 67, 76. 
Immigrations into Palestine, 30 ff. 
Imperial government, methods of, 5. 
India, 5, 412. 

Inti, tomb of, 31. 

Ira, 233. 

Irhuleni, 295. 

Irkanateans, 295. 

Isaac, marriage of, 57 f. 

— sows corn, 54, 104. 

Isaiah, 336, 361, 417, 434. 

— and Samaria, 174. 

— death of, 404. 

— economic doctrines of, 366, 

— optimism of, 391 f., 410. 

— poetry of, 447 fi 

„ policy of, 389 ff., 402. 

— protests against Assyrian alliance, 
. 375f- 


GENERAL 

Isaiah, teaching of, 389, 391, 405, 451, 

— threatens Egypt, 387, 390, 

Philistia, 387. 

Ishbaal, 193, 210, 227. 

Ishbi-benob, 212. 

Ishbosheth, see Ishbaal. 

Ishmaei b. Nethaniah, 443, 
Ishmaelites, 62, 147. 

Isis, 179. 

Israel, formation of, 60 ff., 88 ff. 

— military prowess of, 165. 

— mixed ancestry of, 44, 46 £ 

— place of, in history, 4 ff., 14, 50, 
279 ff, 445 ff. 

— religion of, 90 ff., 323 ff., 450 ff. (sse 
also Religion). 

Israelite conquest of Palestine, date of, 
67, 74 ff. 

Issachar, 100, 132, 234, 263. 

Ittai, 230. 

Ivory, 257, 320, 361. 

Jabbok, 25, 1 17, 121, 149, 150, 227. 
Jabesh-gilead, destruction of, 169. 

— Saul’s victory at, 18 1 £, 191, 194, 
209, 219. 

Jabin, 129, 130, 139. 

Jachin and Boaz, 249 £ 

Jacob at Penuel, 51. 

— blessing of (Gen. xlix), 60, 78, 100, 
160. 

— contrasted with Esau, 58 £ 

— deification of, 91. 

— religion of, 90. 

— tribal interpretation of stories re- 
lating to, 59, 62. 

Jacob-el, 91. 

Jashar, Book of, 126. 

Jebel Musa, 82. 

Jebusites, 36, 214 ff, • 

Jehoahaz (king of Israel), 350, 357. 

date of, 458 ff. 

subject to Damascus, 356. 

— (king of Judah), 424, 435. 

date of, 458 ff. 

deportation of, 430 £ 

— full name of Ahaz, 3,75. 

Jehoash (king of Israel), 358. 

date of, 458 ff. 

Israel recovers imder, 356, 

357 - 

— (king of Judah), accession of, 350 ff. 

assassination of, 35.7 £, 359. 

^ elate of, 458 iff 

religious policy of, 353. 

Jehoiachin, 435. 

— date of, 458 ff 
Jehoiada, 3.50 ft:, 357. , 

Jehoiakim,.437. 

— and Jeremiah, 229, 417- 434. 

— appointed by Necho, 431., 
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Jehoiakim {co 7 it.)^ 

— character of, 431. 

— date of, 45^ 

-- kills Urijah, 4^. 

— rebels against Babylon, 435. 

lehoram (king of Israel), 288, 323, 339. 
tl besieges Ramoth-gilead, 344. 

— date of, 457 ff. 

— death of, 347 . 349 * 

invades Moab, 342. 

religious policy of, 346. 

— (king of Judah), accession of, 342. 

_ date of, 457 

death of, 343* 

Edom revolts from, 297, 342. 

marries Athaliah, 294. 

religious policy of, 349. 

Jehoshaphat allied with Israelite kings, 

288, 294? 34 ^* - ^ 

— at Ramoth-gilead, 294 f. 

attempts to organize sea- trade, 314. 

-chronicler’s aclount of, 297 f- 

— date of, 457 

— invades Moab, 342. 

— religious policy of, 323* 

Jehosheba, 350. 

Jehu, 349 * . ^ r 

— accession and conspiracy of, 347 

— date of, 455, 457 

— isolation of, 34^* 

— loses Transjordania, 355 f., 357 * 

— massacres Baal-worshippers, 3^^5 

347 . Q 

tributary to Assyria, 1 1 , 343 j 34 °> 


Jephthah, 61, I 40 > 145 
Jephthah’s daughter, 145 f. 
Jerachmeelites, 61, 135? ], 7 ^* 

Jeremiah, 336, 391, 4 ^ 437 * 

— and Baruch, , 434 j 444 * 

— and family of Shaphan, 433 j 434 * 

— and Josiah’s reforms, 4^7 ^* 

— and Scythians, 413 f. 

— biography of, 438, 

— book of, 427, 430 » 437 - 

— commends Josiah, 417- 

— condemns cult of Queen of Heaven, 


433 . 444 * , . 

Jehoiakim, 4x7. 

—new nobility, 43S* » 

— his doctrine of New Covenant, 94 1. 

— his interpretation of history, 433* , 
bis . roll of prophecies destroyed by 

Jehoiakim, 434* . r t <,0 

— imprisoned during siege ot Jerusa- 
lem, 439. 

— life and significance of, 43^2* 

— optimism' of, 440. 

— placed in cistern,. 404, 440*. 

— poetry of, 447, ' 

— predicts fall of Jerusalem, 44 ®* 


Jeremiah protests against flight to 
Egypt. 444 -. ... 

— questions divine justice, 451, 

— remains at Mizpah, 442. 

Jericho, 24, 129. 

— excavations at, 40, 123. 

— fail of, 77 f., 79, 122 f. 

— fords of, 12 1, 

— Plain of, 1 1 9, 144, i6o, 191. 

— rebuilt, 77, 292. 

— walls of, 40, 122. 

Jeroboam I, 267, 268, 421. 

— aided by Egypt, 247, 273, 275. 

— appointed king, 274. 

— at war with Reholaoam, 274 

— date of, 457 ff. 

— early life of, 272. 

— rebuilds Shechem, 277. 

— religious policy of, 136, 271, 277 f. 

— supported by prophetic party, 272, 
325. 

— II, date of, 458 ff. 

— military success of, 358 ff. 

— social and economic conditions 
under, 361 ff., 372 f. 

Jerubbaal, 146, 150 [see also Gideon) . 
Jerusalem, 127, 134, 165, 170, 424,425. 

— Abraham and, 57. 

— altars at, 252 f., 377* „ ^ . 

— Ark located at, 205, 218 f., 230, 251, 

277 . 377 * , . 

— Baal-temple m, 350, 351. 

— barrier formed by, 124, 133, 274 * 

— besieged by Assyrians, 391, 395 n., 
409 f. 

Chaldaeans, 439 ff. 

Pekah and Rezon, 375. 

— captured and ruined by Chaldaeans, 

442 f. o -r ■» O 

— damaged by jehoash of Israel, 3 ^* 

David makes his capital at, 216 n., 


307* 

— excavations at, 214, 215. 

— foreign cults in, 419 f. 

— Hezekiah’s measures to defend, 392. 

— holy to Yahweh, 391 f. 

— in fourteenth century b.c., 8, 7 ®* 

— Israelite capture of, 1 69 f.> 2 12, 215 f* 

— Israel’s wars ^th, 120. 

—Jeremiah predicts ruin of, 433 * 

— life in, 362 f., 430- 

— loyal to Assyria, 400. ^ 

— Padi imprisoned at, 388. ^ 

Philistine connexions with, 143, 


— place of, in world-history, 22, 29, 236. 

— position of, 24 f., 2 14. 33 ®* 

— priesthood of, 278, 421 f. _ 

— reformation of Josiah m, 4^7 

— religion in, 205, 2 1 8 f., 236, 277. 35 ®. 

351.367.^77* 
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Jerusalem {cont.)* 

— religious centre of Israel at, 218 f., 
236, 277 f., 284, 352 f., 421 ff. ^ 

— remains faithful to house of David, 
267, 274, 396 f. 

— revolution in, 350 il., 360, 

— serpent-worship in, 108, 109, 392, 
403. 

— Solomon’s additions to, 247. 

— spoiled by Assyrians, 397. 

— — Sheshonk, 274 f. 

— supremacy of, in Judah, 349 f. 

— surrendered to Ghaldaeans, 435. 

— temple built at, 248 ff. 

— threatened by Baasha, 279. 

Hazael, 356, 

— walls of, 40, 214, 216, 358. 

— water-supply of, 215, 393 f. 

Jesus, 450. 

Jethro, 69, 83, 89. 

Jezebel, 344, 346. 

— character and outlook of, 299 ft. 

— death of, 347. 

— Elijah and, 304, 306. 

— her theory of kingship, 301. 

— • kills prophets of Yahweh, 301, 431. 

— marries Ahab, 290. 

— religious policy of, 301 ff., 324. 
Jezreel, 190, 197 f., 346, 347, 348. 

— valley of, 148. 

— well of, 198. 

Jibleam, 128, 373. 

Joab, 231. 

— at pool of Gibeon, 210 f. 

— besieges Rabbah, 220. 

— burial of, 315 f. 

— commander of national levies, 243. 

— death of, 244 f. 

— defeats Ammonites and Syrians, 220. 

— desolates Edom, 203, 259. 

— devoted to David, 204, 226. 

— enters Jerusalem by watercourse, 
215 f. 

— intercedes for Absalom, 225. 

— joins Adonijah, 243 ff. 

— murders Abner, 21 1. 

Amasa, 227. 

— • pursues Sheba, 228. 

Joash, Jehoash. 

Job, Book of, 446, 

Johanan, 442. 

— takes survivors of Judah to Egypt, 

443 f- 

Jokneam, 128, 190, 263. 

Jonadab, 346, 350. 

Jonathan b. Gershom, 156, 157. 

— b. Saul, 194, 211. 

— David’s lament over, 209, 326. 

■— exploit of, at Michmash, 183, 195. 

~ friendship of, with David, i 88, 204, 

,'224.;, 


Jonathan kills a Philistine official, 182. 

— violates taboo, 184. 

Joppa, 129. 

Jordan, 21, 24, 25, 144, 145, 179, 247. 

— crossing of, 114, 12 1, 

— fords of, 122, 144, 149. 

Joseph (patriarch), 51, 63, 316, 

as a deity, 91. 

stories of, 53. 

— (tribe), 132. 

captures Bethel, 124. 

division of, 60. 

enters Egypt, 63. 

invades Palestine, 121 ff. 

■ nucleus of Israel, 6 1 , 89. 

■ supremacy of, 60, 61, 

Joseph-ei, 52, 91. 

Josephus, 71. 

Joshua, 61, 123, 127, 160. 

— becomes leader of Israel, 114, 119, 
121. 

— bids sun stand still, 126 f. 

— conquests of, 1 18, 124, 129. 

— Moses’ attendant, 80. 

— priest, 1 10. 

— victory of, at Gibeon, 126, 

Josiah, 401, 412, 413, 437. 

— accession of, 41 1. 

— character of, 417 f. 

— date of, 458 ff. 

— death of, 424. 

— passover of, 168, 422 ff. 

— reforms of, 417 ff., 423, 425, 

— repairs Temple, 417 ff. 

Jotham b. Gideon, 15 1. 

— (king of Judah), 360, 375. 

— date of, 458 ff. 

Judah, 160,210, 217,260,281,321, 385. 

— allied with Israel, 294. 

— Canaanite origin of, 63, 100, 169 f. 

— connected with Ken’ites, 93. 

— conti'asted with Israel, 313 f., 335 f., 
349- 

— • desolated by Sennacherib, 391. 

— Edom subject to, 13. 

— end of kingdom of, 441 ff. 

— exile of, 404, 442. 

‘ — faithful to the house of David, 279. 

■ — independent of Assyria, 417. 

— ~ Israel, 355. 

— insignificance of, 391. 

— invaded by Egypt, 266. 

— ■— Syrians, 356. 

— invades Palestine, 61. 

— ^ Isaiah’s policy for, 391, 

— leader of Leah group,. 60. , 

' — overrun by ScySiiai^., 413 £, 

• — revolution in, 384 f..' , 

— sacks Hormah, 119, ■' 

•— Solomon’s preferential treatment of, 
263, 265, 279.' ^ . , , 
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Judah (cont.), 

1 - subdued by Egypt, 431. 

— • subject to Chalciaeans, 434, 

Philistines, 157. 

— submits to Assyria, 434. 

Judges, 138 f., 194. 

— Book of, 67,, 138. 

— period of, 42, 130, 138 ff. 

Judicial system, nomad, 103, III, 

Palestinian, 232, 321. 

Kablini, 415. 

Kabul, 257. 

Kadesh, 6, 4 :^, 424- 

— (Barnea),83, 118, 127. 

centre for nomad Israel, 9^ 

Kadesh Naphtaii, 130. 

Kadytis,424. 

Karkar, ii, 238, 248, 291, 292, 295 E, 

’ 33'S> 339 > 343 ^ 379 > 455 * 

Karnaim, 359, 3^0* 

Karnak, 177, 270, 274, 277. 

Kassites, 7. 

K^marim^ 421. 

Kenites, 61. 

— absorbed into Judah, 135. 

— invade S. Palestine, 119? ^20, I34’ 
169 f. 

— relation of, to Israel, 93, loi. 

— Yahweh, god of, 92. 

Kenizzites, 61 {see also Caleb, Otbniel). 

— absorbed into Judah, 135. 

— capture Hebron, 125. 

— invade S. Palestine, 120, 134, 170. 
Kidron, 214, 216, 419. 

Kings, books of, 1 77* 

— dates of, 454 ff- , ' , 

Kingship in Israel, 194 

Monarchy). 

Kir, 406. 

Kir-hareseth, 342. 

Kiriath-jearim, 155. 

Kiriath-sepher, X20, 1G9, X70, 

Kish, 394. 

Kishon, 2X, 140. 

Kitron, 132. 

Koa, 254. 

Koh^nim, 421. 

Korah, 98. 

Kudur-lagamar, 56* 

Kutha, 394. 

Kyaxares, 413, 4^5* 

'Laban (god), 52, 91. 

(patriarch), 53, 62, 91* 

' Lachish, 125. 

■— Amaziah killed at, 359. 

. — besieged and taken by SennadieriD, 

■ ' 395 » 39 , 7 » ■■ 

Laish/238. ■ ^ « 

■ -p- sacked by ■ Danit^, ,i 56 f. ' 


Law, Israelite and other codes of, 34 f., 
95f., 326 E 

— Yahweh as, 405. 

Law-book found in Temple, 418, 
425 f. 

Law-courts, corruption of, ,365. 

Leah, tribal significance of, 59, 60, 63, 
93> 189. 

Lebanon, 20, 1 75. 

— house of the forest of, 253. 
el-Leja, 25. 

Levi, priestly caste of, 60 f., 80, 156, 305. 

— tribe of, 60. 

disappears early, 60, 169. 

sacks Shechem, 53, 119. 

Lex talionis, 327, 328. 

Liberty, nomad passion for, 105, 203, 
Libnah, 397. 

Libyans, 174. 

Life in ancient Israel, 308 E 
Limmu, 455. 

Lions, plague of, 167. 

— winged, 251. 

Litany, R., 21, 247. 

Literature, Hebrew, 1 77, 325 E, 445 E 
Lo-debar, 359. 

Lot (patriarch), 55. 

wife of, 51. 

— divination by, 103, 324, 378. 
Lugal-zaggisi, 35. 

Luxury, growth of, 361 ff, 

Lydda, 154. 

Machir, 1 14, 145. 

Macphelah, cave of, 41. 

Madon, 129. 

Magdolos, 424. 

Mahanaim, 227, 263, 

Makaz, 263. 

Makkedah, 126. 

Mamre, 52. 

Mamshath, 322. 

Manasseh (king of Judah), 400 E, 41 19 

417. 

— — date of, 456 E. 

foreign policy of, 402. 

— pays homage to Esarhaddon, 400 f, 

— — religious reaction under, 402 ff. 

— (tribe), 233,263,322. 

«... conquests of, 128, 146. 

eastern settlements of, 1 14. 

Marduk, 406. 

Marduk - apal - iddina (Merodach - 
baladan) rebels against Assyria, 
387 ff., 394 f., 399> 410. 

Mari^ 357. 

Maron, 130. 

Marriage, 147 f. 

Masonry, 214, 310 f. 

Massah, 83, 

Ma§§ebah, 284. 
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Matinuba’il, J295, 

Mattan, 352. 

Mattaniah, 436 {see also Zedekiah). 
Medes attack Nineveh, 413, 415 f. 
Media, Israelite exiles settled in, 383. 
Megiddo, 128, 139, 217, 263, 

— Assyrian province of, 382. 

— battle of, 4, 7. 

— captured by Sheshonk, 275- 

— chariot establishment at, 248, 254. 

— death of Josiah at, 424, 435. 

— excavations at, 40, 177. 

— fortified by Solomon, 247. 

— strategic importance of, 22, 133, 190. 
Mehedeba, 289. 

Melchizedek, 56. 

Melek (god), 420. 

Melkart, 301 ff., 323, 346, 351, 403. 
Meluhha, 397, 409. 

Memphis taken by Esarhaddon, 401 f. 
Menahem, 373 f., 455. 

■ — date of, 458 ff. 

Menreptah (Merneptah) I, 73, 74. 
inscriptions of, 75, 138, 141. 

-11,63. 

Afephibosheth, see Meribaal. 

Meribaai, 193, 21 1. 

— at David’s court, 224. 

— during Absalom’s rebellion, 227. 
Meribah, 83. 

Merom, 130, 

Mesha rebels against Israel, 292, 338. 

— inscription of, 39, 1 77, 268, 269, 289. 

— sacrifices his son, 342, 375. 

— tributary to Israel, 289. 
Mesopotamia, cultural importance of, 

16. ■ 

— influence of, on Palestine, 33 IF. 
Messianic hope, 201. 

Micah (Ephraimite), 156 f., 168. 

— (prophet), 336, 398, 405, 433. 

— — poetry of, 448. 

Micaiah b. Gcmariah, 434. 

— b. Imiah, 292, 324, 370. 
Michal,2ii. 

Michmash, 124. 

— battle of, 182 £, 195, 253. 

— Philistines in, 143. 

Midian(ites), 62, 69, 

— Moses in, 82, 92. 

— Gideon defeats, I47, 

Migdai Shechem, 150. 

— Thebez, 150. 

Migdol, 424. 

Military importance of Palestine, 22, 
29, 280. 

— organization of David, 230# 

— — nomads, 103. 

— — Saul, i94f. 

— Solomon, 322# 

Millo, 216, 247, 
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Miracles, belief in, 405. 

Mitanni, 6, 7, 41, 142. 

Mitinti, 388, 389, 400. 

Mizpah, 163, 164, 284. 

— Gedaliah at, 442 £ 

Mizpeii, 145. 

Moab, 13, 55, 1 14, 1 15, a66, 281, 339, 
348, 375. 446. 

— defeated by Judah, 297. 

— frontier between Israel and, Ii6 £ 

— independence of, 361, 382. 

— invaded by Israel,. Judah and Edom, 
288, 342. 

— language of, 39. 

— oppresses Israel, 140, 1 44 ff., i66« 

— rebels against Assyria, 388. 

“ Babylon, 437. 

Israel, 291 £ 

— subdued by Israel, 184, 203, 289 £ 

— tribute paid to Israel by, 256. 
Monarchy, adumbrations of, 146, 150. 

— establishment of, 137, 164,, i8off., 184. 
— Israelite, theory of, 50, 139, 164, 203, 

225, 228 £, 240, 262, 273, 300, 329, 
418, 431. 

Money, 320 £ 

Money-lender, 320 £, 329, 363, 368. 
Monotheism, 407. 

Moon-god, 52, 90. 

Moral standards, 49,96,, 106, i68f., 180, 
368, 370 £, 398 also Social 
morality) . 

Morality and religion, 368 
Moriah, 52. 

Moses, 67 ff., 80 IF., 164. 

— and Ark, no, 1 1 8. 

— and circumcision, 84, 12I. 

— and decalogue, 95 f. 

— • and general folklore, 81,. 

— and sanctuary at Dan, 156 £, 278. 

— and the Covenant, 9*3 £ 

— and Yah well, 92 ff. 

— asks for Presence of Yahweh, I07« 

— birth and training of, 68 £, 81 £ 

— death of, 1 14. 

— flees from Eg)?pt, 69, 82. 

— founder of Israelite nation, 67, 83 £, 
201,, 

— historicity of, 70 £ 

— in Midian, 69, 82. 

’ — judicial functions of, 103. 

I ^ — leads Israel out of .Egypt, 69, 

I — ma,rries'a Kenite, loi, 119, 

Zipporah, 69, 82. 

^ — moral standards of, 96. 

— religion of, 90, 108 £, 404, 

— thcophany to, 69, 82 t 

— tribe of, 80 f. , ,■ 

— work of, 67, 88, 97, 132,. 

Murder, 106 £, 21 1 , 226, 328 £ - 
Musri, 254,295,'34i. ^ , , 
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Naaman, 339 * 

Nabal, 207. 

j^abe ^S6, 272 £, 299, 303, ^ 

Nabopolassar, S 2 , 414? 4 ^ 5 ? 434 ? 45 ^* 
Naboth, 300 f., 306, 346. 

Nabu-shum-iskun, 399* 

Nadab, 283. 

— date of, 457 “• 

Nagite-rakki, 394 j 399 * 

Nahaloi, 132. 

Nahash, 219* 

Nahor, 55- « 

^ city of (=Harraii), 58* 

Nahum, 33 ^, 4 ^ 5 - 
. — poetry of, 447* 

Naphath-Dor, 263. . 

Naphtali, Assyrian province of, 382. 

— district, 234, 263, 376. 

— tribe, 60, 100, 132, 173, 233, 234. 
Napoleon, 22. 

Narmer, 31. 

Nathan, 225, 243? 303- _ 

National god, Yahweh as a, 94 f., 4^7 

—"sentiment, 46 £, 166 f. 

Navy, 257, 297. 

Nazareth, 139* 

Nazirite(s), 299, 389? 370 * 

Nebi Samwil, 163. 

Nebo, 292. 

Nebuchadrezzar, 45D t. ^ « t j 

— appoints Zedekiah king of Judah, 

435 * 

— blinds Zedekiah, 441. 

— captures Jerusalem, 217, 44 /- 

— defeats Necho at Garchemish, 4, I2, 

—"^deports population of Judah, 435^*5 

—l^vaSs Palestine, 434 ? 438 ? 441. 
Nebuzaradan, 441 £? 453 * 

Necho I, 437? 455 f* . . , 

— allied with Assyria against Ghai- 
daeans and Medes, 414 

— defeated at Garchemish, 4, 12, 429, 
430. 

— imprisons Jehoahaz, 430. 

— intrigues against Babylon, 435. 

— kills Josiah, 423 f. 

Necromancy, 90 403. 

Nimrod, obelisk of, 341. 

Nineveh, 373, 4 ^ 9 * 

— besieged by Kyaxares, 413. 

— fail ot; 12, 45^5? 429? 447 * 

— Manasseh does homage at, 4^0, 45 ^* 

■ Nisan, 456. , ' 

Noah,. 1 00* 

.. Nob., 1 88, 207* 

Nobilhy of Judah, 4# 437 * 

' — and agficuitiirai ideals, 49 


169, 193? 203, 225, 228 f., 272, 276 f., 
298f.,302, 345f.,369, 371. 

Nomad arts and crafts, 104, 

— clothing, 104. 

— conception of property, 104, 

— judicial system, 103. 

— life, 48 ff., 97, 102 ffl, 132 £, 137. 

— morality, 49, 106 £, 169. 

— organization and rank, 102 f. 

— religion, 48, 90 ff., 107 ff., 167, 302, 

345 f-. 371.402- 

Numbers of exiles, 453, 

— Israelites, 89» 

Obed-edom, 218. 

Objects of worship, 107 ff., 407, 

Officials, David’s, 232 £ 

— Solomon’s, 258. 

Og, 38, 1 14, 1 1 7, 265. 

Olive, 19, 319. 

Olives, Mount of, 258, 420. 

Omri, 267, 287 ff., 291, 333, 343, 348* 

— accession of, 285 £ 

— allied with Phoenicia, 290, 313. 

— conquers Moab, 289. 

— date of, 457 ff. 

— grants commercial privileges to 
Damascus, 309 £, 361. 

— Jehoshaphat subj ect to, 288. ^ 

— mentioned in Assyrian inscriptions, 

II. 

— palace of, 309 £,381* 

Ophel, 143, 214, 215, 219, 247? 248, 

393 ? 398. 

Ophir, 257. 

Oplirah, 128, 148. 

Oreb, 149. 

Organization, nomad, 102 i. 

— of Hebrew kingdoms, 230 ff., 255 £> 
258, 264 £, 308 ff. 

Orontes, 79, 222, 290, 424. 

Osorkon I, 266, 455. 

Ostraka, 310, 320, 321, 322. 

Othniel, 1 01, 120, 140. 

Ovens, 319. 

Pad! imprisoned in Jerusalem, 388, 394. 

— restored, 398. , , » 

Palaces of Omri and Ahab, 309 1, 
Palaeolithic times and peoples, 16, 32. 
Palestine, agriculmre in, 26 ff. 

- — geographical significance of, 17 

— political and military importance of, 

32. 

— population of, 56. 

Palmyra, 248. 

Paran, 83. _ 

Parties in Israel, 344 n. 

— Judah, 436, 437. 

Passover, 86, 168, 384. 

— celebrated by J osiah, 422 £ 
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Pastoral Israel, 97 ff., i66f. 

— life, 17 f., 49. ^ 

Patriarchal narratives as tribal history, 

53 f*. 59 ff- ^ ^ 

significance of, 51 iF. 

Patriarchs as deities, 52 f., 59 S* 
Peacocks, 257, 276. 

Fekahi 380. 

Pekah, 374 ff. 

— and Rezon attack Judah, 375, 376. 

— date of, 455 ff. 

— dethroned, 376, 380. 

— murders Pekahiah, 374, 

Pekahiah, 374. 

— date of, 458 ff. 

Pelethites, see Cherethites, 

Penuei, 51, 150,277. 

Perizzites, 36. 

Perjury, 1 1 1 , 366. 

Persia, 4 f., 412. 

Personality, value of, 48, 49f., 10^ f., 276, 
300 f., 303, 328, 450. 

Pestilence, 218, 362. 

Petra, 115. 

Phallic symbols, 250, 

Phalti, 21 1. 

Pharphar, 20. 

Philistines (Philistia), 13, 22, 28, 129, 
165, 214, 216, 263, 445. 

Ark among, 109, 163. 

attack Egypt, 9 f., 74, 174. 

— capture Beth-shean, 133, 163. 

— coming of, 43 f., 74, 78, 118, 129, 141, 
406. 

— conquer Palestine (first time), 155 ff., 
162 ff. 

(second time), 189 ff., 209. 

— date of invasion of, 1 58. 

— David and the, 44, 187, 204, 207, 
208, 210. 

— David’s wars against, 212 ff. 

— defeat and kill Saul at Mt. Gilboa, 
igof., iggff. 

— defeated at Michmash, 183 £, 195. 
by David, 213. 

-by Samuel, 163 £ 

in Vale of Elah, 187, 195, 206. 

— divisions among, 208 £ 

— driven out of plain of Esdraelon, 221. 

— fail to subdue Transjordania, 19 1, 
193 * 

— force Danites to migrate, 132, 156 £ 

— gods of, captured by David, 213. 

— in David’s service, 226, 230. 

— invaded by Psammetichus I, 402. 
by Sargon, 386 £ 

— Ishbaal and, 210. 

— language of, 39, 

— methods of government of, 155, 178, 
I 9 I,i 92 E 

— opportunity of, 142 £, I 


Philistines, oppression by, 153 IF., 163, 
170, 179- . 

— organization of, 155 £, 192. 

— origin of, 9 £, 42 £, 406. 

— overthrow Shiloh, 159 ff. 

— revolt against Sennacherib, 388 £ 

— Samson and the, 154 f. 

: — Saul and the, 182 ft', 193. 

— uncircumcised, 12 1, 

— weakness of, 192 £ 

Phineas, 1 63. 

Phoenicia(ns), 13, 33, 157, 263, 293, 
437 <2/so Sidon and Tyre). 

— architecture, 251. 

— Assyrian province of, 401. 

— called Canaanites, 36. 

— commercial importance of, 313, 334. 

— David’s alliance witli, 222. 

— language, 39. 

— literature, 446. 

— Omri’s alliance with, 290. 

— position of, on trade routes, 22, 313. 

— priests exterminated by Jehu, 347, 
349 - 

— revolts against Nebuchadrezzar, 437. 

— Solomon’s alliance with, 253, 257. 
Pillar, cultic, 351, 418. 

Pisgah, 20. 

Pithom, 64, 73, 85. 

Plagues of Egypt, 84 £ 

Plain, cities of, 51. 

Poetry, 325 £, 446 ff. 

Political importance of Palestine, 22, 

29. 

Polygamy, 106, 169, 225, 241, 
Polytheism, 451, 

Pottery, 33, 35, 77, 319 f. _ 

Priesthood, priests, Aaronic, no. 

and Josiah’s reforms, 421 £ 

— — and morality, 302 £ 

at Bethel, 278 (see also Amaziah). 

controlled by Grown, 350. 

David’s, 232 £ 

Mosaic, 103, 1 10. 

overthrow Athaliah, 350 ff. 

Property among nomads, 49, 103 £ 
Prophecy, written, 433 £ 

Prophet (s), 13, 169 (see also Nabf, 
ecstatic). 

— champion rights of proletariat, 272, 

299 » 325 » 370 > 449 * ^ 

— condemn sacrifice, 168. 

— court, 303. 

— moral standards of, 370. 

— nationalism of, 179 £, 234, 266,, , 

— of Baal, 299, , 305 £,: 324. , 

— oppose the crown, 3^5, 346. 
poet:^ of, 447 f£ ' 

— political influence 'and activity' ot 

325. 346- 

— position of, 139.,', ■ ''' ' ■, 


]* 
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y Prophet (s)(f:on^.). 

Religion of Israel, David’s contribution 


i — powers of^ 304 £ 

to, 236. 


I' — professional, 324. 

Deuteronomic conception of, 


’ — sanctity of, 404, 431. 

241. 

? 

— symbolism of, 440. 

foreign cults and, 299 f£, 377 £, 

i. 

; — teaching of, 370 £, 404 

402£,432£ 

-5' 

Prose, 326 ff. 

in early monarchy, 323 ff. 

■1: 

1 — rhetorical, 449 f. 

in wilderness, 107 ff., 345 f.» 


Prostitution, ritual, 106, 323, 368, 

3691. . 

f 

1 ’ ' 

Psalter, 326, 446 £ 

interpreted by Prophets, 369 ff. 

Psammetichus I, 402, 414. 

modified by settlement in 


! ■ — n, 437. 

Palestine, 148 £, 167 £, 345, 367 f£ 


Pul (see Tiglath-pileser III). 

pre-mosaic, 90 ff. 


1 Purusati, 43, 

revival of, 417 ff. 


under Solomon, 258. 


Qarnini, 380. 

unifying power of, 49, 90, 127, 

r 

Queen of Heaven, 433, 444, 452^ 

132, i73>224. 

}■ 

t Qurnub, 322. 

Remnant, Isaiah’s doctrine of, 391 £ 

L 

Rephaim, 32. 

% 

Ra, 420. 

— Valley of, 213, 214. 

f . 

Rabbah (Ammon), 115. 

Rephidim, 83, 

1 

siege of, 220 £ 

Responsibility, moral, 407 £ 

Rabshakeh, 393. 

Retenu, 91. 


— before Jerusalem, 395 £, 409 £ 

Reuben claims supremacy, 60, 98. 


— his estimate of Egypt, 390. 

— disappears early, 60, 98, 144. 

i^, 

Rachel, 59, 60. 

— in song of Deborah, 169. 

1 

Rainfall, 19, 20 £, 26, 28. 

— meaning of name, 59. 

— remains on pastoral plane, 98, 114, 

Ramah, 16 1, 164, 278. 

— fortified by Baasha, 279, 284. 

f': 

166, 

1 ; 

Ramoth-gilead, 263, 342. 

Reuel, 69, 82. 

1 «— ■ attacked by Jehoram and Ahaziah, 

Revenue, Solomon’s, 255 £, 260 £ 

Revolution, prophetic, 344 ff., 349, 


343, 344* 

— battle of; 288, 294, 339. 

r 

350 JF- 

T 

Ramses (city), 64, 73. 

Rezon I, 247, 259, 283. 

f. 

— II, 42, 75. 

— II (Rezin) pays tribute to Assyria, 

i ’’ 

— and Israel, 64, 73, 79, 137.^ 

373* 

1 

— drives Hittites out of Palestine, 9, 41 , 

— rebels against Assyria, 374 f£ 

74. 

Rib-addi, 8- 

— Ill repulses Philistines, 10, 43, 74, 

Riblah, 430, 438, 441. 


141, 153. 

Rift, the Great, 20. 


Rapihu (Raphia), 379. 

Rizpah, 21 1. 

[&' / 

Rashpuna, 382. 

Rome, 364, 366. 


1 Reaction, religious, 402 £, 432 £ 

Russia, 366, 412. 


Rebecca, 58. 

Ruth, 318. 


1 Rechabites, 299, 346, 350, 369, 370. 

1 Redemption of land, 439 £ 

Sabbath, 92, 96, 351, 367. 

7: 

ip,, 

: Red Sea, crossing of, 69 £, 86 £ 

Sacrifice, 104, 183, 367. 

— types of, 168, 253. 


1 Reforms of Hezekiah, 392 £ 

'A 

Josiah, 418 f£ 

Sa-ga2, 8, 76. 


— political aspect of, 423. 

Sahara, 16. 

1? ' 

1 Rehob, 237 £ 

Salem (Jerusalem), 56. 

1 . 

Rehoboam, 135, 174, 282, 333. 

Sait, Valley of, 219. 

Samaria (city), 28, 263, 340, 358. 


— and Covenant, 229, 273. 

H V 

^ — attacked by Shesfionk, 174, 274 f£ 

attacked by Syrians, 293, 341. 


— date of, 457 f£ 

buildings in, 362. 


•— loses N. Israel, 271 ff. 

built by Omri, 290, 309. 


< — • makes war qn Israel, 274. 

excavations at, 40, 177, 309, 361. • 

— — fall of, 283, 372 ff., 380, 385, 456. 


Religion of Israel, 14, 450, 


— — and Samaritan colonists, 383 £ 

Isaiah and, 174. 


_ —IS— Covenant, the basis of, 94 £, 

-judgement of Amos on 362, 


444 .r 

■ ■ 

370. ^ 

' 

!- 

\‘ 
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Samaria (coni.). 

— (district) made an Assyrian province, 
iSSj 38 o» 385- 

position of, on trade-route, 335 f. 

separated from Judah, 136. 

settlers placed in, by Assyrians, 

44. 383 ff- 

Samson, 140, 154 ff., 170, 253. 

— date of, 141. 

— marriage of, 43, 147. 

— moral standards of, 169, 

Samuel, 158, 16 1. 

— anoints David, 206. 

Saul, 180 f. 

— Books of, 1 77, 202. 

— buried in his own house, 316. 

— claims to control Saul, 184, 186. 

— defeats Philistines at Ebenezer, 163 f. 

— different aspects of, 180. 

— virtual founder of the monarchy, 
180. 

Sanctuaries, Canaanite origin of, 277 f. 

— foundation traditions of, 51 f., 55 ff-. 


57 , 157 - 


— local, 316. 

accepted by Elijah, 323. 

Deuteronomic view of, 268 f. 

Ezekiel’s view of, 422. 

Hezekiah’s treatment of, 392 f. 

-Josiah’s abolition of, 420 ff. 

Sareida (Sareira), 272. 

Sargon I conquers Syria, 35 f, 81. 
—II, 12,378,459. 

— and Judah, 386 f. 

— captures Karkar, 379, 

Samaria, 379, 456. 

— conquers Philistia, 386. 

— death of, 387, 388. 

— deports Israelites to Mesopotamia, 
382 f. ^ 

— organizes province of Ashdod, 382, 
386, 456. 

Samaria, 380, 456. 

Satyrs, 420. 

Saul, 143, 164, 176, 178 ff, 209, 210, 
278, 324. 

— a Nabi’, 180, 186. 

— and David, 187 ff, 194, 204, 206 f, 
245. 

— and Samuel, 184. 

— and Transjordania, 117, 181 f 

— anointed by Samuel, 180 f. 

— at Michmash, 182 f. 

— camps at Gilgal, 183. 

— change in, 184, 186, 

~ character of his kingdom, 194 ff , 
235 - 

— conquests ascribed to, 184, 186. 

~ consults witch of Endor, go, 190, 
197,199. 

— • date of, 457 ff 


Saul, David’s elegy over, 209, 326* 

— death of, 190, 199 ff, 206, 209. 

— destroys Amalek, loi, 184. 

— erects altar, 183. 

— rescues Jabesh-gilead, 181, 219. 

— violates sanctity of Gibeon, 125, 134. 

— wars of, against Philistines, 182 ff , 
189 ff 

Scapegoat, 420. 

Scribes, 325. 

Scythians, 412 ff, 416. 

Seasons and rainfall, 21, 26 If - 
Seer, 180, 186, 324. 

Seilun (Shiloh), 161. 

Seir, 83. 

Semites, physical type of, 38. 

Semitic languages, 39. 

— migrations, 33 ff. 

Sennacherib, 12, 290, 394. 

— and Elamites, 394, 399. 

— Chaldaeans revolt against, 394, 399. 

— defeats Eg^qjtians at EUekeh, 397 f. 

— defeats Marduk-apai-iddina, 394 f. 

— desolates Judah, 380, 391, 398, 403. 

— disaster to armies of, 410. 

— does not capture Jerusalem,* 275, 

39B. 

— expedition of, against Arabs and 
Edomites, 401, 409 f 

— general revolt against, 388 ff 

— Hezekiah submits to, 397. 

— invades Palestine, 37, 189, 409 f, 
456, 459 - 

— Isaiah and, 391. 

— reduces Phoenicia, 392. 

— sends letter to Hezekiah, 397. 
Sepharvaim, 383. 

Seti I, 9, 74, 75. 

Settlements, extent of early Israelite, 
132 ff. 

Sex-morality of nomads, 49, 1 06. 

— of Palestinian shrines, 368. 

Shaaibim, 263. 

Shabaka defeated at Eltekeh, 397 f 

— identiEed with Sib’u and So, 378, 
455 * 

— supports revolt against Scmiacherib, 
388,389. 

Shaddai, El, 83. 

ShaUum, king of Israel, 373. 

date of, 458 ff. 

— king of Judah, j-w Jehoahaz. 
Shalmaneser III, 175, 254, 267, 291, 

334 * 

— at Klarkar, 295 f , 332, 460. 

— conquers Damascus, 11, 343, 348,' 

35B. 

— Jehu submits to, 348, 455. 

— resisted by western coalition, 280, 

289, 292V338, 343. ^ ■'■■■■ 

— subdues "Palestine, ■ 1 1, , 
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Shalmaneser V, I2» 

— Hoshea rebels against, 378 f. 
Shamash, 420. 

Shammah, 213, 231. 

Shamshi-adad V, 348, 356, 357. 
Shaphan, family of, 432, 433, 437. 
Sharon, Plain of, 162, 198, 293, 340. 
Shatt«el~arab, 399. 

Sheba, 227 f., 271. 

— Queen of, 242. 

Shechem, 162, 263, 373. 

— Abimelech and, 128, 151 fT. 

— Jeroboam rebuilds, 277. 

— Rehoboam rejected at, 273, 276. 

— sack of, 53, 60. 

— sanctuar)^ of, traced to Abraham, 56. 
Sheikhs, 102 f. 

Shemaiah, 274. 

She’d, 403. 

Shcpheiah, 24, 25, 125, 128, 133, 137, 
189, 207, 263, 279, 283, 391. 

— occupied by Philistines, 153, 157 L, 
162. 

Sheshonk, 260, 291. 

— assists Jeroboam, 273. 

— date of, 455. 

— death of, 462 f. 

— inscription of, at Karnak, 177, 268, 
270, 274. 

— invades Judah, 174, 266, 274 flf. 

— spoils Jerusalem, 275 f., 282. 

— supports adversaries of Solomon, 
246 f. 

Shiloh, 129. 

— cultus at, 168. 

— disappearance of, 163, 433. 

— not mentioned in traditions of 
patriarchs, 52. 

— temple at, X59f. 

Shimei, 204, 2*^7, 244 f. 

Shimron, 129, 130. 

Shishak, see Sheshonk, 

Shobak, 237 f. 

Shubiluliuma, 7 £. 

Shunem, 190, 191, 197, 275, 364. 
Shuzubu, 399. 

Siamon, 260. 

Sibbecai, 212, 231. 

Sib’u (Side), 378 f. 

Sidon allied with Israel, 290, 313. 

— pays tribute to Ashur-nasir-pal, i r . 

Shalmaneser III, 343. 

• — subdued by Esarhaddon, 401. 

Siege of Jerusalem, 438 ff. 

Samaria, 379. 

Sihon, 38, 263, 265, 

— conquered by Israel, 1 14, 116 f. 
Silli-bel, 388, 400. 

Siloam tunnel, 393 f, 

Silwan, 396,: ^ 

Simanu, 455 », 


Simeon, 60. 

— disappearance of, 61, 80, 100. 

— not mentioned in song of Deborah, 
169. 

— sacks Shcchem, 60. 

— unites with Judah in attacking S. 
Palestine, 119, iGgf. 

Sin, wilderness of, 83. 

Sinai, 82 ff., 90, 132, 444. 

— site of, 82 f., 87. 

Sinuhe, story of, 31 f., 56, 59, 82. 
Sippora, 388. 

Sisera, 148. 

— death of, loi, no. 

— defeat of, 78, 139 f. 

— oppresses Israel, 132. 

— possible Egyptian origin of, 41, 133, 
141, 

— relation of, to Jabin, 130, 139, 
Slave-raids, 339. 

Slavery, 105, 326, 329, 364, 439. 

— types of, 321. 

Smiths, 92, 104. 

Snake-cult, 218, 403. 

— suppressed by Hezekiah, 392 f, 

— traced to Moses, 108, 109. 

So (Sewc), 378 {see also Sib’u). 

Social morality, 303, 353, 364 f , 404, 

450. 

Socoh, 189, 263, 322. 

Solomon, 137, 146, 239 fF., 289, 323, 
359,418,431. 

— absolutism of, 241, 243, 262, 303. 

— accession of, 243 ff. 

— administrative organization of, 234, 
253 ff, 258, 263, 265, 321. 

— allied with Egypt, 246. 

Tyre, 253, 256, 257, 290. 

— altars of, 252 f. 

— and Hiram, 253 f., 257, 

— apostasy of, 241 f., 258, 420. 

— birth of, 240. 

— builds navy, 256 f., 297, 312. 

Temple, 150, 201, 241, 248 ff., 

442. 

— character of, 240, 242 f. 

•— commercial undertakings of, 256 ff. 

— court of, 235, 363. 

— date of, 457 ff. ^ - 

— defensive measures of, 247 ff, 254 f. 

— ecclesiastical establishment of, 203. 

— expenses of, 254 f. 

— extravagance of, 260, 333. 

— finances of, 253. 

— foreign policy of, 246. 

— hostility of Egypt to, 260,* 273. 

— imposes forced labour on Israel, 241, 
255 f. 

— loses Damascus, 258 f. 

— — Edom, 258 ff 

— mainta^ chariotry, 248, 2541, 322. 
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Solomon (coni,), 

— obtains Gezer, uS, 174, 246. 

— payments of, to Tyre, 222, 257. 

— polygamy of, 241, 258. 

— puts Adonijah to death, 245 f. 

Joab to death, 244 f. 

Shimei to death, 244 f. 

— responsible for disruption of kingdom, 
135, 242 f. 

— results of policy of, 262, 280, 445. 

— revenues of, 255 f., 260. 

— supported by royal guard, 230, 243 f. 

— taxation by, 255 f., 260. 

— traditions concerning, 240. 

— unrest under, 262, 271, 303. 

— wisdom of, 242. 

Sorek, vale of, 154, 213, 214, 247. 
Sources for history, documentary, 45 f., 
57: 138, 158 f., 177: 186, 312, 239 f., 
268 f., 269 f., 336 f., 429 f. 

Spies, 98, 1 14, 1 15. 

Stonehenge, 122. 

Stones, sacred, 109. - 

Style, Hebrew literary, 330, 449 f. 

Suez, 87. 

Sumerian (s), 33. 

— law, 34, 95, 327. 

— myth, 406. 

Sun standing still, 126. 

Sun-worship, 419 f. 

Syncretism, 148 f., 167 f., 367, 368 f., 
404. 

Syrians, David’s wars against, 219 ff., 
23 7 f. also Aramaeans, Damascus) . 

Syrian desert, 19 f. 

Taanach, 35, 128, 263, 275. 
Tabernacle, no. 

Tabernacles, Feast of, 161, 

Tabor, 147, 148, 150. 

Tabu, 51, 184. 

Tab-rimmon, 282 f., 292. 

Tadmor, 248. 

Tahpenes, 259. 

Tamar b. David, 225. 

— b. Shea, 298. 

— (city). 247- 
Tammuz (god), 146. 

— (month), 430. 

Tappuach, 373. 

Tarshish, 257, 

Taxation, 255, 374. 

Tekoa, 256, 265, 279, 297. 
Teii-el-Amarna letters, 7 ff., 39, 56, 76. 
Temple, Ahaz erects new altar in, 377. 

— Athaliah killed near, 351. 

— book of law found in, 418. 

— building of, 73, 201, 240, 248 ff. 
despoiled, 435. 

•— destroyed, 236, 441 f. 

— foreign cults in, 350, 403f 419, 


Temple, inviolability of, 3 98. 

— Joash hidden in,' 350. 

— prestige of, 277. 

— purification of, 419 

— repair of, 352 f., 41 7. 

• — site of, 219. 

— Uzziah offers sacrifice in, 360.: 
Tent, nomad, 104. 

Terah, 55. 

Territorial imperialism, 4 ff. 
Thapsacus, 373. 

Thebes, 7, 175, 275. 

Thebez, 151. 

Thekel, 129, 

Thirty, the, 230 f. 

Three, the, 230 f. 

Thunderstorm, Yahweh in, 139 f. 
Tiamat, 406. 

Tiberias, 130. 

Tibni, 286, 458. 

Tidal, 46, 56. 

Tiglath-piieser I, 37. 

— Ill, 336, 358, 373 ff., 378, 401. 

— Ahaz appeals to, 375, 385. 

— conquers N. Israel, 376. 

— conquests of, 12, 373 f. 

— deports captives, 376. 

— Marduk-apal-iddina pays tribute to, 
387. 

— Menahem pays tribute to, 373 f.,455# 

— organizes provinces, 5, 376. 

— subdues Damascus, 376. 

Tigris, 16, 399, 415. 

Timnah, 1 55. 

Tirhakah, 397, 409 f., 455. 

Tirzah, 283, 285, 373. 

Titus, 217. 

Tob, 145, 237. 

Togarmah, 254* 

Toi, 237. ^ 

Tormah, 151. 

Trader-routes, 21 f., 222, 256, 292, 312, 
335 E, 361 (see also Caravan rO'Utes). 
Tradition, historical value of, 50 ff. 
Transjordanian Israel, importance of, 
117, 166, 182, 193 f., 298 f., 304, 
345 f- 

Tribal history, 51, 53 f. 

— organization, 59 ff. 

disappearance of, 233 ff. 

Tribes, early combinations of, '58, 59, 
89 f. 

Tribute paid to Israelite king, 195, 322* 
Tudliula, 56, 

Tukulti-ninurta II, II* ■ 

Turtan, ii. 

Tushratta, 7. ' 

Tutmosc HI, 9, 52, 7'9, 91, 416. ' 

— founds Egyptian, ■ empire, .'6, H, 74, 

— victory of, at Megid'd'0, 4. 
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Two Brothers, story of, 53, 62. 

Tyre, David’s treaty with, 222. 

. — pays tribute, to Ashur-nasir-pal, 1 1, 
290. 

• ... Shalmaneser III, 343. 

^ « Xiglath-pilesef III, 373. 

—^ treaty of Esarhaddon with, 401. 
Tyropoeon, 214, 247, 

.UMu,.43o* '■ 

Ilmman-manda, 415. 

Unification of Israel, 161, 164 ff., 174, 
176 f., 205, 223 fi, 233 ff., 242 f. 

Ur, Abraham at, 54 f. ,90. 

Urartu, 1 1 f. 

Uriah, 202, 204, 220, 225, 231, 

Urijah, 404, 433. 

Usanataeans, 295. 

Uzziah, 359 {see also Azanah)^ 

.— date of, 458 ff. 

Vegetation, 16 ff. 

Villages, Pales tini an, 3 1 4 ff. 

Vine, Vineyards, 19, 100, 316 f., 319. 
Vintage-festival, 161. 

Virgin^s Spring, 215 f., 393. 

Vision, prophetic, 324!., 436. 

Wadi, 20, 25. 

— Ali, 25. 

— en-Nimr, 162. 

— es-Safieh, 25. 

— es-Sha’ir, 25. 

— Far*ah, 24, 149. 

— Mojib, 25. 

— Zerka, 25, 149. 

Wanderings of Israel, 98 ff. 

Warren’s shaft, 215. 

Watch-towers, 316. 

Water-supply, 20 f., 104, 215, 393 f. 
Weaving estabiimments in Temple, 41 9. 
Well, village, 315. 

Wen-amon, ii, 129, 179, 258. 

Wergild, 107. 

Wheat, 17. ' 

Woman, position of, 225, 315, 362. 
Women’s wailing festiv^, 146. 

Writing, 231 f. 

Yahas, 289, 

Yahweb, 92 fPi, 402, 420- 

— a fire-god, 92. 

—• and necromancy, 403. 

— and Tyrian Baal, 290 f., 305 fi, 323. 

to Baals, 168, 367, 383. 

— care of, for Jerusalem, 375 f. 

— carried by Israel in wilderness, 107. 
— David’s enthusiasm for, 205. 

— delivers Israel from Egypt, 88 ff., 92. 

— devotees o| 49, 3^9 
Prophets); 


Yahweh, ethical character of, 371, 404, 
451 * 

— form and meaning of name, 91, 93. 

— future redemption of Israel by, 440. 

— god of history, 406 f. 

law, 405. 

Leah tribes, 93. 

nature, 406. 

— holiness of, 390 f. 

— home of, 97 f. (see also Horeb, Sinai). 

— in war, 1 67. 

— Jeremiah and, 432, 448. 

— Jeroboam’s attitude to, 277, 283. 

— Jezebel and, 301 f. 

— Judges inspired by, 167, 

— Kenite origin of, 92. 

— member of Israelite community, 
94 f., 407. 

— Midianite origin of, 92. 

— Nazirites and, 369. 

— prophetic teaching eoncerningj 324 f., 
370, 405 ff. 

— prophets of, 180, 299, 303, 324 f., 
370 - 

— Rechabites and, 369. 

— rejected by Judah, 444. 

— responsibility of Israel to, 407 f. 

— revelation of, 69, 83 ff. (see also 
Horeb, Sinai), 

— sanctuary of, at Nebo, 292. 

— sole god of Israel, 298, 345 f.j 384. 

— Solomon’s attitude to, 258. 

— symbols of, 108 ff. 

— tent and servants of, no. 

— unifying influence of, 49, 127, 132, 

13% 173* 

Yarmuk, 117. 

Yarmuth, 125, 126, 127. 

Yeb, 173. 

Yenoam, 75. 


Zab, R.,415. 

Zadok, 226. 

— ancestor of Jerusalem priesthood, 
422. ^ 

— functions of, 232 f, 

— supports Solomon, 24.3 f. 

Zakkara, 28, 43, 74, 129, 

Zalraunnah, 147, 150. 

Zamzummim, 32. 

Zarethan, 12 1. 

Zeba, 147, 150. 

Zebul, 1 52. 

Zebulun, 60, 129, I 30 > 132, 233, 265. 

— participates in defeat of Sisera, 100. 

— reaches coast, 129. 

Zechariah (king of Israel), 373. 

— date of, 45B ff, 

— (priest), 357 f., 431 - 
Zedekiah, 435, 436. 

— captured by Ghaldaeans, 441. 




_ LNDEX; 

Zedeklah (cQnt)i 
— character of; 4^6 f. 

-late of, 458 ff. 

Zeeb, 149 . 

Zephaniah, 336, 413^ 

Zerka, Wadi^ ^49* 

Ziba, 22y, 

Ziggurat, 251. 

for sack of. 


general * . ■ 

Ziklag given to David bv Arhi«h „ o 
-sacked by Aroaiekrtesf^f 

— date of, 457 ff. 

Ziph’ 32- Jerusalem). 

! Zipporali, 82. 

— ^rcumcises .\!oses,: 80, £ 

Zobah, 221, 237 f 

Zorah 128, t34, ,54f. 

— rock altar at, 155 . 
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